“United States Department of the Interior (m.mz«..e-_n.:_-:-«)

" BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Ridgeccest Field Office
300 South Richmond Road

Ridgrcrest, CA 935554436

~ IN REPLY REFER TO:
3809 (P)

) CACA-42806 g%"’
C.R. Briggs Corporation _
ATTN: Mr, Paul L. Blair, General Manager
P.O. Box 668 DEC 23 2002
Trona, CA 93592
"RE: Cecil R - Jackson Decision Record and Finding of No

Significant Impact - FONSI
‘Dear Mr. Blair:

The Cecil R - Jackson Exploration Plan has been approved in
accordance with the Decision Record and Finding of No Significant
Impact, attached. Please note that the BIM’s proposed mitigation
measures found beginning at page 5 and continuing through page 8 of
the FONSI are incorporated by reference as conditions of approval
for this exploration plan.

Also, please note that with this approval a 30 day appeal period is
initiated. By regqulation the appeal period actually begins the
date of receipt of the decision record and FONSI by the interested
party. In all 1likelihood that will mean the appeal period will
actually begin on or about December 30 and continue through the
month of January 2003. This decision record and FONSI are final
and are in fTull force and effect.

Thank you for your patience and perseverance as we have worked
through this project’s application and approval. We look forward
to working closely with Briggs throughout this project.

"Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please

contact either Randy Porter at 760-384-5452,
Randv_Porter@ca.blm.gov, or Linn Gum at 760-384-5450,
dagum@ca.blm.gov.

“Sincerely,

“/s/ Joseph L. Gum ACTING

"Hector A. Villalobos
Field Manager

" Attachment: )
1. Decision Record and FONSI (97 pp)



United States Department of the Interior U4 CEPATNET OF THE SRR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Ridgecrest Field Office
300 South Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555-4436

7 'IN REPLY REFER TO:
December 23, 2002 3809(P)

CACA-42806
'RE:  Cecil R - Jackson Decision Record and Finding of No Significant Impact - FONSI
‘Dear Interested Party:

On October 9, 2002, the Ridgecrest Field Office of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) released
a revised environmental assessment (EA) describing the potential environmental affects of the
proposed Cecil R- Jackson mineral exploration project in the Panamint Mountains. Public comments
were received until November 8, 2002,

The BLM received comments in 32 different letters from public and private interested parties
regarding the revised EA. Together those comments comprised 55 distinguishable areas of concern.
After reviewing the comments and responding to them, the BLM has determined that no significant
impact will occur to the environment as a result of these activities. To ensure that no unnecessary
or undue degradation to the environment occurs, and that public health and safety, and resource
values are protected, the BLM has developed 22 mitigation measures that will be included as
conditions of approval for the proposed exploration activity. Copies of the revised EA, the Decision
Record and FONSI and responses to comments can be found on-line at the Ridgecrest Field Office’s

website address http://www.ca blm.gov/ridgecrest.

This decision record and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) are final, and are in full force and
effect. They document the decision of the Ridgecrest Field Manager under the Surface Management
regulations found at 43 CFR 3809. Any party adversely affected by this decision has a right to appeal
to the State Director for review, and to the office of Hearings and Appeals per Part 4, Title 43 Code
of Federal Regulations. Any party wishing to appeal must file a written statement in this office ( the
Ridgecrest Field Office) within 30 days of receipt of this decision. A request for a stay of decision
(43 CFR 4.21) may accompany the appeal. Such a notice of appeal must identify the case involved
(case # CACA-42806), state the reason for the appeal, and why or how the BLM’s decision is in
error.

Thank you for your interest in the management of public lands within the California Desert District. B



Decision Record and
Finding of No Significant Impact — FONSI (40cfr 1508.13)

Summary

CR Briggs Corporation has submitted an application for exploration drilling on BLM
administered lands in the Panamint Mountains. CR Briggs Corporation is the operator of the
Briggs Mine, approximately 8 miles south of Ballarat, and 3 miles south of the proposed
exploration. The company is seeking permission to explore for additional minerals by
constructing roads and drilling exploration drill holes on unpatented mining claims in hopes of
finding additional ore and prolonging the life of the Briggs Mine.

Before CR Briggs can conduct the exploration, they must first obtain BLM approval for their
Plan of Operations. The Plan of Operations was submitted to BLM on January 16, 2001. Before
approving or disapproving the Plan of Operations, the BLM must first comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its regulations which require among other things: (1) an
analysis of the environmental consequences of the proposal, (2) public disclosure of the analysis,
and (3) opportunity for public comment. The BLM has analyzed the environmental effects of the
action in an Environmental Assessment (EA) as defined in 40 CFR 1508.9. The EA was first
circulated for public review and comment beginning June 10, 2002 and ending August 10, 2002.
The BLM subsequently revised the EA and circulated the revised document for public review
and comment beginning October 9, 2002 and ending November 8§, 2002. After having reviewed
all public comments the BLM prepared this Decision Record and Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) and will approve the project.

This decision record and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) are final. They document
the decision of the Ridgecrest Field Manager under the Surface Management regulations at 43
CFR 3809. Any party adversely affected by these decisions has a right to appeal to the State
Director for review, and to the Office of Hearings and Appeals per Part 4, Title 43 of the Code of
Federal Regulations. Any party wishing to file an appeal must file a written statement in this
office (the Ridgecrest Field Office) within 30 days of receipt of this decision. A request for a
stay of the decision (43 CFR 4.21) may accompany the appeal. Such a notice of appeal must
identify the case involved (case # CACA-42806), state the reason for the appeal, and why or how
the BLM’s decision is in error.

Public Involvement

BLM issued a notice on May 1, 2001 to persons known to the BLM to be potentially interested
in the drilling activity. The notice was sent to 135 persons and organizations. In response, BLM
received four letters and five verbal requests for the EA.

Notice of availability of the EA was published in the Ridgecrest and Independence newspapers
concurrent with release of the EA on June 10, 2002. The comment period was set to expire on
July 24, 2002. In response to several requests for more time, the BLM extended the comment
period to August 10, 2002, an additional 17 days.

'The BLM received numerous letters requesting additional alternative analysis. Because of these
letters, the BLM reconsidered and revised the EA to include a second action alternative. The




‘Revised EA was issued on October 9, 2002 for a 30 day public comment period that closed on
November 8, 2002.

‘The revised EA is available to the public at the BLM Ridgecrest Resource Area office at 300 S.
Richmond Rd. Ridgecrest, CA 93555, or by calling Mr. Randy Porter at (760) 384-5452. Itis
also available at the BLM website at www.ca.blm.gov/ridgecrest/.

'Public comments were received on the revised EA. Those comments are responded to below.

Introduction

The subject lands are located in the Panamint Range, Inyo County California and are within the
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA). The CDCA Plan (1980) as amended, is the land
use plan that governs public land management in the California desert. Land use classifications
determine access to and use of the resources of the public lands. In 1994, Congress passed the
California Desert Protection Act that affected land use designations in the Panamint Range. The
subject lands were specifically excluded from wilderness designation and returned to Multiple-
Use Class L management.

Class L land management goals are defined in the CDCA Plan as, "Protecting sensitive, natural,
scenic, ecological, and cultural resource values. Management is to provide for low-intensity,
carefully controlled multiple use of the resources, while ensuring that sensitive values are not
significantly diminished"

In July 1995, the BLM and Inyo County issued a joint Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Briggs Gold Mine ( July 1995) located
approximately 3 miles south of the subject lands. The EIS/EIR addressed the impacts of the
mining operation and discussed the potential for future mineral exploration and development
activities on the resources of the mountain range. On July 10, 1995, the BLM approved CR
Briggs’ Plan of Operation for a gold mining operation on public lands in the southern Panamint
Valley. On January 11, 2000, the BLM approved the Briggs Mine Pit Expansion that allowed
mining of the Briggs North and Gold Tooth pits, within the original Briggs Mine permit area. In
its efforts to continue to operate and develop the available mineral resources of the area, CR
Briggs is proposing to conduct an exploration program north of the current mine site.

The subject mineral exploration proposal includes road building and drilling activities. A
maximum of 100 acres of surface disturbance has been proposed. Activities are to be conducted
within an area of approximately 3000 acres, north of the current Briggs mining operation. The
main drilling areas are referred to as the Cecil R and Jackson targets. Other targets within the
3000 acre project area could also be drilled so long as the total disturbance does not exceed the
100 acres analyzed in the EA. Drilling and road building activities will be periodically
monitored to determine if they fit within the parameters and mitigations of the Environmental
Assessment. Activities outside the scope of this document will require a new environmental
analysis. After exploration is completed, field compliance, monitoring and reclamation will
follow.




The nature of surface disturbance and environmental impacts associated with these exploration
projects is well defined from past experience. Exploration is a dynamic process that requires
schedule flexibility and adjustments to operating plans. Exploration usually occurs in phases
based on information obtained from prior drilling. Subsurface geology and assay results derived
from one drill site provide information relevant to deciding the type and location of the
subsequent drill holes. It is difficult to estimate the exact location of the proposed surface
disturbance during the planning stage of an exploration program. However, it is possible to
estimate the maximum anticipated impacts within an area given a set of operational parameters.

The BLM is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) to review the
environmental impacts of the proposal through the preparation of an environmental analysis; in
this case the document is an Environmental Assessment (EA). The purpose of this is to comply
with NEPA and to determine the impacts on the resources of the public lands as a result of the
surface disturbance activities and quantify these impacts so that BLM resource specialists can
adequately monitor these activities in the field and determine the appropriate level of surface
management on the land.

Proposed Action

CR Briggs is proposing to conduct exploration drilling to investigate the potential for mineral
resource development (potential gold-bearing targets). Based on previous geological work, two
primary target areas and some secondary target areas have been identified north of the Briggs
Mine. These target areas occur within the 3000 acre block of claims that are the subject of
analysis in the EA. The maximum proposed surface disturbance within the 3000 acre claim area
is 100 acres.

Access
Movement of equipment, personnel, and supplies to the operational areas will be along existing
access roads. Traffic will leave the paved highway at a point approximately 18 miles north of
Trona and turn eastward onto the Ballarat road. From the turn-off the access is via improved dirt
road that crosses a 3.5 mile stretch of alluvial fan and playa before reaching the settlement of
Ballarat, a largely abandoned historic mining camp. From Ballarat, the route turns south on
Wingate Road. Access to the Cecil R area is gained by turning east off of Wingate road at an
existing road approximately 2 miles south of Ballarat. Access to other targets will be via several
washes and South Park Canyon Road.

Road Construction

Road construction will be by one of two techniques. On lower alluvial fan areas and other flatter
areas, construction will be minimal to non-existent, with drilling and support equipment traveling
over the desert pavement without the need for earth moving, or with minimal work to remove
obstacles. Higher on the alluvial fans, and in the steeper areas of the range, road construction
will be completed by tracked excavation equipment such as CAT D-9s. All roads will have a
travel surface approximately 12-14 foot wide. Roads will be widened in the event an angle hole
is required. It is anticipated that no more than 10% of drill holes will require drill road widening.

‘Minimal blasting will be required during some road construction. It will be limited to specific
areas where alternate routes could result in excessive environmental disturbance. When




required, blasting will be conducted by qualified personnel trained to set explosive charges
resulting in the least amount of environmental impact as well as highest attention to safety
considerations. It is expected that blasting will be required on a maximum of about one percent
of the total proposed 100 acres of disturbance.

Drilling
Drilling equipment may be truck-mounted, skid-mounted, track-mounted or rubber-tired buggy
mounted depending on availability. Drill sites are simply portions of the drill roads that are
slightly wider than other portions of the road. Rubber-tired buggy mounted rigs will be used in
areas of minimal impact road construction. These rigs have large, high flotation tires that allow
them to travel over irregular surfaces without the need for road building.

Drill holes will vary in depth from 200 ft to over 1,000 ft and will be 2 to 12 inches in diameter,
with most holes in the 4-8 inch diameter range. Drilling will be by either core or reverse
circulation methods.

" The exploration will continue until the amount of the permitted acreage is exhausted. Any water
needed for drilling will come only from the Briggs Mine wells. Portable tanks for drilling fluids
will be used for any core holes, thus there will be no discharge of drilling fluids on the surface.
Existing access roads and trails will be utilized, to the extent practicable, to minimize surface
disturbance.

Personnel
Exploration will be performed utilizing existing company personnel and licensed contractors.
Total number anticipated is 10 to 15 personnel.

Environmental Protection Measures
As part of the Proposed Action, specific actions will be taken and environmental protection
measures will be adhered to by CR Briggs to avoid unnecessary and undue degradation of the
public lands. These steps will eliminate or greatly reduce the need for future mitigation, and are
targeted to avoid impacts before they occur. They are listed as follows.

‘1 Whenver practicable, minimal impact roads will be used.

2. Drilling will be conducted on the roads. No widening of roads or drill pad construction
will be required for the majority (estimated at 90 percent) of the set-ups. Drill pads will be
needed for angle holes or diamond core drilling set ups.

‘3. Blasting will occur only when other alternatives have been considered and eliminated as
unfeasible. Only the minimum amount of charge will be used to minimize the size of the
blast and to reduce the volume of rock sidecast into drainages.

‘4. All solid wastes and hazardous substances will be removed from the project area and
disposed in an approved manner.




Reclamation
The objectives of reclamation will be to provide for a post-disturbance surface condition that will
be consistent with the long term land uses identified in the CDCA for Class L lands. The long
term land uses are expected to be wildlife habitat and dispersed recreation. The Proposed Action
provides environmental protection measures that incorporate minimizing surface disturbance and
locating disturbance in areas designed to assist construction and revegetation practices in
meeting reclamation requirements. In areas where drilling results are not favorable, and it is not
anticipated that the disturbance will be in an area of future activity, reclamation will occur in late
summer or early fall of each drilling season after road use is complete. Reclamation activities
will be consistent with the Federal requirements of (43 CFR 3809.1-3(d)). Activities will include
the following:

Drill Hole Plugging: Drill holes will be abandoned and plugged in accordance with the
BLM Solid Minerals Reclamation Handbook. If drilling encounters high pressure (artesian)
surface flow, water will be channeled into the nearest drainage. The drill hole will be plugged
with cement meeting API specifications, or alternatively, bentonite could be used if the flow of
water can be contained. Holes which encounter static water will be filled with drilling fluid
(bentonite mud) and capped with a three foot cement plug. Dry holes will be capped with a three
foot cement surface plug. Plugging of drill holes will be done within 60 days of completing the
drill hole except for artesian holes which will be plugged immediately. Drill holes not plugged
immediately shall be covered with a temporary plug to prevent injury or death to wildlife. These
procedures comply with requirements in the BLM Solid Minerals Reclamation Handbook.

Regrading: Roads with no further use will be regraded. Regrading of the road surfaces
will be necessary where cut-and-fill construction was done or where roadside berms build up due
to road construction or maintenance. The goal of the regrading will be to reshape the disturbed
area so as to blend with the natural contours and return drainage patterns.

All final regraded surfaces will be left in a rough condition consisting of numerous small pits,
humps and ridges. Topsoil will be spread onto these surfaces, arranged to leave the finished
surface covered with many small gouges and furrows. All of these small features will be
purposely constructed to create many small microslopes and depressions with numerous aspects
on the larger regraded slopes. This micro-topography will enhance rainfall retention, provide for
numerous microclimates to help establish colonies of plants, and encourage repopulation of the
reclaimed areas by small mammals and reptiles

7Regrading will also include relieving compaction on minimal impact roads, if needed.

Revegetation: All regraded areas, except minimal impact roads receiving only
compaction relief, will be revegetated. The seed mix will be specified by the BLM. Seeding
will occur before the onset of winter rains to maximize the prospects for success.

BLM Proposed Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures will become conditions of approval of the Cecil R — Jackson
Exploration Plan of Operations upon BLM approval of the Plan of Operations.




1. Solid waste including oil, grease, and plastic containers will be legally disposed offsite.
All drill sites will be free of trash and litter during and upon completion of drilling.

2. Drill cuttings will not be discarded in drainages but will be repacked into the drill hole
or contoured into the drill road around the drill site.

3. Topsoil will be stockpiled at the edge/berm/toe of roads or at the switch-back of all
newly constructed drill and access roads. Topsoil stockpiles will be treated as soon as they are
stripped to reduce erosion. On steep slopes where substantial cut-and-fill will be needed, the
available topsoil materials will be salvaged. Topsoil will be stored adjacent to the newly
constructed exploration roads or drill pads. However, in some areas topsoil may be transported
to stockpiles, which will be stabilized by interim seeding measures against wind and water
erosion. In some locations, the presence of rocky areas or rock outcrops will prevent the removal
of topsoil. On ridge tops and flatter slopes where cut-and-fill volumes will be minimal or
nonexistent, topsoil will not be removed from the road surface.

Upon road or pad closure, the topsoil will be replaced in areas where it had been removed after
first ripping the compacted surface. In areas where topsoil had not been removed, the surface
will be ripped, if necessary, to eliminate compaction caused by vehicular use.

"4. CR Briggs will avoid all known cultural resources.

5. If any previously unknown paleontological or cultural resources are discovered during
ground disturbing activities, activities will immediately cease in that area and BLM will be
notified of the discovery. BLM will, as appropriate, evaluate the significance of the site and
determine the need for mitigation. Operations will not resume in the area of the find until
authorized by the BLM.

6. The BLM authorized officer will inspect the disturbed areas and determine the seed mix
to be used for reclamation. The seed mix will include only native species. The authorized
officer may alter the mix across the exploration area due to variations in ecological site as a
result of differing aspects, elevations, soils, precipitation and other pertinent factors. The
authorized officer will also inspect all overland drilling access routes and determine which of
these routes require ripping and which do not. CR Briggs will follow the authorized officer’s
direction regarding ripping.

7. The main method of drainage and sediment control on the disturbed road areas will be
design and construction of the roads and timely rehabilitation. Where reclaimed road grades are
steep, water bars/dips will be constructed to convey runoff across the road surface rather than
down it.

8. Drainage crossings will be restored, as closely as practicable, to their pre-disturbed
configurations. This will involve removal of fill and placement of coarse rock as needed.

9. No employees will be allowed to camp on site.




'10. No open fires will be allowed on site.

11. CR Briggs will use the currently disturbed area to the greatest extent practicable to
minimize unnecessarily creating additional disturbance.

12. CR Briggs will use overland access techniques wherever practical to minimize ground
disturbance.

13. The BLM authorized officer will inspect all existing drill disturbance used by CR Briggs
in the course of this program and will designate which existing disturbances are to be reclaimed.
CR Briggs will reclaim those disturbances to the same standards as used for new disturbance
created under this exploration program.

14. No ground disturbing activities will be conducted until CR Briggs posts a financial
assurance instrument in amount and form acceptable to the BLM.

15. All site reclamation will be complete within 18 months following completion of the
exploration except for areas proposed for future mine development. CR Briggs will identify all
areas proposed for future mine development. BLM will determine whether these areas also
require reclamation and notify CR Briggs. If development is not forthcoming, BLM may decide
that these areas will require interim reclamation.

16. CR Briggs will obtain all necessary state, local and regional permits prior to commencing 7
exploration activities. All necessary permits will be maintained in good standing for the duration
of the exploration and reclamation activity.

17. Consistent with BLM Ridgecrest Field Office practice, the authorized officer will require
annual inspections of the reclamation for a period of up to 10 years following revegetation.
Areas will be reseeded during this period, and target non-native species will be removed, as
directed by the authorized officer.

18. The BLM will require that the Project Proponent submit activity reports to the BLM on a
regular basis. Reports are to be submitted at the end of each month or at any time prior to any
significant change in exploration direction that was not anticipated in the previous monthly
report. The reports will include a map of the disturbance to date, and a summary table of the
exploration disturbance. The map will depict constructed roads, overland travel routes, and drill
hole locations. The activity report will also identify the expected drilling pattern for the ensuing
month. During inactive months the report will be a letter stating that no new disturbance was
created during the prior month and identifying new disturbance (if any) expected during the
upcoming month. In addition, the Project Proponent will submit an annual report summarizing
yearly activity. The annual report will cover the period from July first through June 30 of each
year.

'Upon receipt of this information, the BLM will determine, in an administrative procedure,
whether the Project Proponent has proceeded in accordance with the approved Plan of
Operations, and (2) whether the ensuing stage will be consistent with the approved Plan of




Operations. If the BLM determines that either the past stages or the planned stage are not in
compliance with the approved Plan of Operations it will so notify the Project Proponent. If the
BLM determines that the Project is not in compliance with the approved Plan of Operations, the
Project Proponent will have the option of modifying the Project or the Project submittal, as
appropriate, to bring the project into compliance. If the Project Proponent elects to modify the
project, it will be obligated to resubmit documentation to the BLM for determination of
compliance. This procedure will be an administrative procedure only. It will serve as a periodic
check to determine whether the Project is being operated consistent with the approved Plan of
Operations. This procedure will make no new decisions and no new commitments of
environmental resources and will not be subject to NEPA review.

19. All drilling equipment used on the project will be pressure washed to remove seeds prior
to entering the Panamint Valley.

20. All drill holes will be abandoned in compliance with applicable California and BLM
regulations.

21. Night operations requiring artificial lighting will not be allowed

22. Maternity season for Townsend’s big-eared bat can begin as early as mid-March,
consequently, road building and drilling will be prohibited within 500 ft of known maternity
roosts for this species during a period beginning on March 16 and extending through the end of
September of each year.

Reporting
CR Briggs will submit monthly reports, and an annual progress report on the details of the
construction, exploration and reclamation activities.

Alternatives Including the No Action Alternative

The Revised EA examined three alternatives: the project as proposed by the applicant, a
helicopter supported drilling alternative, and the no action alternative. Other alternatives were
considered but not analyzed as they did not improve the analysis by changing the impacts in any
important way.

Public Comments
The BLM received 32 letters in response to the Cecil R — Jackson Revised EA. Together these
letters contained 55 separate comments that are responded to below.

Many letters expressed opinions in support of or in opposition to the proposed project, expressed
opinions on certain specific project related matters, or expressed the writer’s beliefs about the
importance of resources or impacts (and the significance of those impacts) to resources. Other
letters chose to agree or disagree with the analysis as presented. The beliefs expressed all appear
to be well intentioned, strongly held, and reflect a genuine concern for the management of the
public lands. The BLM recognizes that differences of opinion will always exist, and appreciates,
respects, and notes all opinions expressed in this process. Thanks to all who have taken the time
to share their opinions on this matter.




Comment 1: The EA indicates that there are no perennial surface water courses in the project
area, but indicates that the California Department of Fish and Game would be contacted about a
Stream Bed Alteration Agreement (1603 Permit).

Response 1: The California Department of Fish and Game administers the 1603 process which
applies to many areas outside of perennial water courses.

Comment 2: Request that soil disturbance be minimized.

Response 2: The BLM will assure that soil impacts will be minimized to the extent practicable.
See Revised EA, BLM Proposed Mitigation Measures, items 11 and 12.

Comment 3: Request the latest BMPs be designed, implemented, and maintained throughout
the project.

Response 3: The BLM has addressed BMPs in the Revised EA, Mitigation Measures, item 7,
and section 4.4.1. The BLM is not alone in its responsibility for implementation of BMPs. The
author of this comment is a regulatory agency with authority over storm water permitting for
industrial facilities and is fully capable of implementing any and all BMPs within its authority.
The Revised EA, BLM Proposed Mitigation Measures, item 16, requires that the project
proponent receive and comply with the terms of all appropriate permits.

Comment 4: Request that exploratory holes be properly abandoned.

Response 4: The EA specifies that all holes will be abandoned in compliance with both BLM
and California regulations. See Revised EA section 4.5.1.

Comment 5: Request that an EIS be prepared for this project.
Response 5: See Revised EA, Collected Comments and Responses, item 10.

Also, there seemed to be a presumption on the part of some commentators that an EIS should be
prepared without full consideration of the outcome of the EA. The EA can have only two
possible outcomes; a Finding of No Significant Impact, or a finding that there are significant
impacts, and that an EIS should be prepared. The finding of no significant impact that
accompanies this response to comments documents the BLM’s findings in that regard.

Some commentators point out that since there is the possibility of additional work by the same
applicant in the Panamint Range, there must be an EIS to address any possible future work. The
test laid out for determining whether a project is complete, and therefore properly the subject of
an independent environmental evaluation, is the test of independent utility. In short, does the
project have utility on its own merits, or does it require other actions to be complete? The
purpose of the exploration is to determine whether there is sufficient locatable mineral to make
mining a feasible proposition, in other words, the purpose of the project is to inform a decision
on the future. The fact that one outcome could be to decide that there is no basis for going




forward with a mining operation gives this project independent utility, because the project would
cease at that point.

It has also been argued that since Briggs has stated its belief in a valuable mineral deposit, and is
willing to expend the cost of a drilling exploration program, then a future mine must therefore be
a reasonably foreseeable development needing an EIS (or equally, that mining is a necessary
cumulative effect of exploration). Such is not the case.

The BLM is fully aware that large, open-pit mining proposals generally require an EIS for proper
analysis. The BLM is also aware that, if the subject mining claims (or some of them) contain
sufficiently valuable mineralization, a proposal to mine such minerals would be the next logical
step for a prudent miner. However, such a mine would be dependent on the existence of a
sufficiently valuable mineral deposit. It has not yet been demonstrated to the BLM that such a
deposit exists. Lacking such data, BLM does not attempt to analyze scenarios concerning values
of mining claims or their potential for development.

A properly located, valid mining claim is a private property right /1/. On the other hand, an
invalid claim conveys no rights of any kind to the claimant. This question of ‘validity’ depends
directly on the presence or absence of valuable mineralization within the boundaries of a
properly registered claim; valuable enough that a person of ordinary prudence might reasonably
invest his/her efforts in the claim with an expectation of developing a paying mine /2/. There is
no such thing as a valid lode claim without mineralization. The BLM is the agency charged with
making this determination. For the BLM to affirm that a location may contain mineralization
valuable enough to mine, is to recognize that claim as valid; once recognized as valid, a
claimant’s right to develop has the same force as a person’s right to develop his or her private
property. Under no circumstances will the BLM comment on the value of mineralization within
any mining claim without supporting evidence.

The mere statement of a claimant’s belief in valuable mineralization, in itself, cannot be used as
demonstrable evidence that the claim actually contains a valuable deposit /3/. The State of
California alone (not counting other states) contains over 10,000 unpatented lode claims on
federal lands; the location notice for each is filed with the BLM State Office. Each of these
10,000 location notices is a public document, and can reasonably be treated as a ‘claim’ that the
locator believes that he/she has satisfied the conditions of the Mining Law. However, it is
important to remember that registration of location notices is simply a clerical matter and does
not represent a declaration or determination of a mining claim’s validity. Of these 10,000,
perhaps only a part are actually valid under the meaning of the mining laws. However a claim
cannot be arbitrarily struck down merely because it is in an undesirable location; the claimant, if
he or she so chooses, must be afforded due process before voiding the claim /4/.

As stated in the EA, “The need for the Proposed Action is to determine whether the subject lands
contain valuable minerals sufficient to support development of a mine.” The Purpose and Need
for the proposed action is to gain knowledge; to learn and describe whatever mineral resources
may exist here.

“/1/ “The rule is established by innumerable decisions of this Court, and of state and lower federal
courts, that, when the location of a mining claim is perfected under the law, it has the effect of a
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grant by the United States of the right of present and exclusive possession. The claim is property
in the fullest sense of that term; and may be sold, transferred, mortgaged, and inherited without
infringing any right or title of the United States. The right of the owner is taxable by the state; and
is ‘real property,” subject to the lien of a judgment recovered against the owner in a state or
territorial court. - - - The owner is not required to purchase the claim or secure patent from the
United States; but, so long as he complies with the provisions of the mining laws, his possessory
right, for all practical purposes of ownership, is as good as though secured by patent. - - «
quotation from Wilbur v. U.S.(1930), U.S. Supreme Court, 280 U.S. 306 (available through
http://www.findlaw.com/casecode/supreme.htm] )

/2/ "Where minerals have been found, and the evidence is of such a character that a person of
ordinary prudence would be justified in the further expenditure of his labor and means, with a
reasonable prospect of success, in developing a valuable mine, the requirements of the statute have
been met. To hold otherwise would tend to make of little avail, if not entirely nugatory, that
provision of the law whereby 'all valuable mineral deposits in lands belonging to the United States
...are. .. declared to be free and open to exploration and purchase." - - - from Castle v.
Womble, 19 LD 455; the decision of the Secretary of Interior (1894); commonly known as the
‘Prudent Person Test.’

/3/ “Some cases have held that a mere willingness on the part of the locator to further expend his
labor and means was a fair criterion. In respect to this Lindley on Mines, 1st ed. 336, says:

‘But it would seem that the question should not be left to the arbitrary will of the locator.
Willingness, unless evidenced by actual exploitation, would be a mere mental state which could
not be satisfactorily proved. The facts which are within the observation of the discoverer, and
which induce him to locate, should be such as would justify a man of ordinary [197 U.S. 313, 323]
prudence, not necessarily a skilled miner, in the expenditure of his time and money in the
development of the property.' - From Christman v. Miller, U.S. Supreme Court (1905) 197 US
313.

/4/ **- - A mining location which has not gone to patent is of no higher quality and no more
immune from attack and investigation than are unpatented claims under the homestead and
kindred laws. If valid, it gives to the claimant certain exclusive possessory rights, and so do
homestead and desert claims. But no right arises from an invalid claim of any kind. All must
conform to the law under which they are initiated; otherwise they work an unlawful private
appropriation in derogation of the rights of the public.” - - - “Of course, the Land Department
has no power to strike down any claim arbitrarily, but so long as the legal title remains in the
government it does have power, after proper notice and upon adequate hearing, to determine
whether the claim is valid and, if it be found invalid, to declare it null and void.” - - from
Cameron v. United States (1920), U.S. Supreme Court, 252 US 450 & 459,
http://www.findlaw.com/casecode/supreme.html ).

“(One should also note that when the government challenges a claimant’s assertion that his/her
claim satisfies the Mining Law, the government’s challenge must be based on evidence. This
means gathering and analyzing sufficient evidence to form a professional judgment. Since this
case involves lode claims, such a theoretical challenge would possibly include gathering evidence
underground via a government-sponsored drilling program. Should the evidence show that a
given claim is valid (and therefore having private property rights), and should the government also
decide to prohibit development, then this same drilling data would be necessary for calculating the
compensation due the claimant per the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.)

Comment 6: The EA does not adequately address impacts to: (1) visual resources, in that
reclamation is not restoration, and that no visual simulation was prepared, (2) Native American
values, (3) air quality, in that no figures for air emissions are provided, (4) revegetation, in that
restoration, not reclamation should be the goal, a single revegetation effort is not sufficient
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(multiple efforts may be required), and there should be consideration of nursery and soil
stabilizing techniques for reclamation of each site, and (5) wilderness in that the area could be
designated as wilderness in the future, thus, impacts today could affect the wilderness of
tomorrow.

Response 6: (1) The EA discloses that reclamation is not restoration (See Revised EA section
4.10.2, and Revised EA Collected Comments and Responses, item 18). BLM regulations found
at 43 CFR 3809.401 (b)(3) and 43 CFR 3809.420 do not require restoration. The BLM has
elected to use a written analytical technique to evaluate visual impacts. Photographic
simulations are merely one tool for evaluating visual impacts and are not called for in every
analysis. The proposed action occurs within multiple use class L lands and is consistent with
management prescriptions for class L lands under the CDCA Plan (1980) as amended. The Cecil
R — Jackson exploration area is not located in a wilderness area, a wilderness study area, an area
of critical environmental concern, or any other specially designated area. The method of
proposed exploration is consistent with best management practices for such exploration on class
L lands, and will not result in unnecessary or undue degradation of the environment.

(2) The EA discloses the results of the Timbisha consultation (See Revised EA, Sections 3.9, 4.9,
and 4.15.10).

(3) The air quality evaluation in the EA is qualitative because the emissions from this project
would be relatively small and a rigorous numerical analysis would not improve the
understanding of the issue (See Revised EA, Section 4.1.2).

(4) See Revised EA, Collected Comments and Responses, item 18, and BLM Recommended
Mitigation Measures attached to the FONSI.

(5) This comment suggests that the BLM should evaluate impacts to wildernesses that do not
currently exist on the presumption that some future Congress may wish to designate the area as
wilderness. The Revised EA addresses impacts to existing wildernesses, and to the subject
lands, in chapter 4. Congress has instructed the BLM to manage the subject lands as multiple
use lands, and that designation is the basis for the evaluation in the Revised EA. It is possible
that completion of this project could affect future evaluations of the area for wilderness status.

Comment 7: The BLM must assure that all visual requirements are met.

Response 7: All Visual requirements are met. See Revised EA sections 3.10, 4.10, and 4.15.10.
The CDCA plan does not address visual resource management classes, thus, there are no visual
classes to consider in the analysis. Under the CDCA Plan, scenic values were assessed and
included as a component of the various land use classes. The project area is designated and
managed as multiple use class L lands. The proposed project is permissible on class L lands.

Comment 8: How can the BLM permit activities that increase air pollution in non-attainment
areas? Request for a PSD analysis.
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Response 8: Virtually the entire state of California, with the exception of one county, is
classified as non-attainment for the 24 hour PM10 standard (see Revised EA section 3.1). The
non-attainment will continue, regardless of whether this, or any other project, goes forward. The
project itself is not expected to cause exceedances of the PM10 standard. For a discussion of
PSD analysis, see Revised EA, Collected Comments and Responses, Item 32(3).

Comment 9: The EA does not contain mitigation measures that will assure compliance with
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).

Response 9: The drilling is not expected to cause exceedances of CAAQS. The BLM will
require that the project comply with appropriate Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control
District regulations (Revised EA, BLM Proposed Mitigation Measures, item 16).

Comment 10: The EA does not evaluate an alternative with no off road activity

Response 10: Such an alternative would be the no action alternative, which is fully evaluated in
the EA.

Comment 11: The EA does not give any information on the status of the reclamation at the
Briggs Mine.

Response 11: The Briggs Mine is in compliance with its BLM issued Plan of Operations.

Comment 12: The EA does not say how the reclamation bond was calculated and does not take 7
into account reclamation of existing drill roads. The BLM has an obligation to assure that the
bond is adequate.

Response 12: The reclamation bond was calculated by Inyo County during their SMARA
permitting process. The calculations were completed by estimating the full cost of implementing
the reclamation and monitoring plan, assuming that the full 100 acres were disturbed (including
existing drill roads), and further assuming that the reclamation would be performed by an
independent contractor. This procedure complies with current BLM policy found at Bureau
Manual Section 3809.19 and at 43 CFR 3809.500 through 43 CFR 3809.599 for estimating bond
amounts. Under a cooperative agreement with Inyo County, the BLM has found the proposed
bond amount to be adequate and in compliance with applicable regulations.

‘Comment 13: Access to South Park Canyon should not be denied as a result of this proposal.
‘Response 13: The South Park Canyon Road will not be closed as a result of this proposal.
Comment 14: On site camping should be allowed in the event of vandalism

Response 14: Comment noted.




Comment 15: Request that the public be allowed to review all drill roads before they are closed
to see if they should be left open for recreation and an alternate request that all new roads be
closed and their entrances disguised.

Response 15: See Revised EA, Collected Comments and Responses, item 5(1)(c), and 20.

Comment 16: Approving a FONSI for this project would be illegal because project phases
beyond phase 1 are not described in detail.

Response 16: The proposed project is simple and is located in an area with well known and well
quantified environmental resources. The project is described in sufficient detail to allow the
analysis to proceed, and for a decision to be made. Item 18 under BLM Proposed Mitigation
Measures addresses the process of tracking the exploration activity.

Comment 17: The BLM should set decision rules on approving future drilling phases.
Response 17: See Revised EA, BLM Proposed Mitigation Measures, item18.

Comment 18: Figures 3 and 4 are misleading as they do not show the entire extent of the
proposal.

Response 18: Figures 3 and 4 are clearly labeled as phase maps. They are not intended to be
stand-alone documents, but are part of the project description in Revised EA section 2.1. They
are referenced from the text in that section.

Comment 19: The EA should include a cross section showing road construction and
reclamation.

Response 19: A figure is attached with these responses.

Comment 20: The applicant should be required to do cross section surveys of the streams at
crossing locations in order to facilitate reclamation.

Response 20: Gully crossings will be relatively short. The preferred method will be to match
the reclaimed stream channel with the stream channel immediately above and below the
disturbance.

Comment 21: The streambed alteration agreement should be included as mitigation in chapter 4
of the EA.

Response 21: The requirement for a streambed alteration agreement is identified as a
requirement in Revised EA section 1.3.11. The details of the streambed agreement will be
negotiated between the applicant and the Department of Fish and Game. Those details are
unknown to the BLM.
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Cecil R - Jackson Revised EA
Construction and Reclamation Sequence
Response 19
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‘Comment 22: The BLM should evaluate all overland travel routes and determine which of
those routes should be ripped. The applicant should then rip only those routes designated by the
BLM.

‘Response 22: Mitigation measure 16 addresses this suggestion.

‘Comment 23: Reclamation costs should include the cost of bentonite for sealing of water
producing drill holes. Such cost should include the reclamation costs at the bentonite source.

‘Response 23: Bentonite is a commercially available product that would be purchased for use in
drill hole plugging (if needed). This proposed project does not include any bentonite mining.

‘Comment 24: There is no provision for control of cross-contamination of aquifers.

Response 24: The conceptual ground water model, developed as part of the Briggs Mine EIS, is
that there are two ground water aquifers. The upper most aquifer is a fracture controlled aquifer
in the bedrock of the range. This aquifer contains relatively clean water, but is inconsistent in
flow and location, as expected in a fracture controlled system. This is the system that would be
intercepted should any drill holes encounter water. However, drilling at the Briggs Mine showed
that it is unlikely that drill holes will intercept fractures with water in them. The lower aquifer is
an alluvial aquifer in the valley sediments. This aquifer is of generally poorer quality, being
quite saline. Drilling in the bedrock of the range is unlikely to intercept the alluvial aquifer.
Thus, cross contamination is an unlikely event.

‘Comment 25: The EA does not provide a spring survey, and there are no provisions to protect
springs in confined aquifer systems.

Response 25: There are no springs in the project area. The closest springs are over a mile from |
the project, and are fed by fracture controlled systems, not confined aquifer systems.

Comment 26: Ground water discussions from the Briggs Mine EIS are not appropriate to this
analysis and the EA does not provide any information on the depth of drill holes.

Response 26: In the fracture-controlled system of the upland areas, ground water may be
encountered. However, the conceptual model from the Briggs Mine EIS remains the most
appropriate model as the geology and topography of the Briggs Mine are analogous to the project
area. Moreover, the only means of developing any other ground water information would be to
drill holes. Information on drill hole depth can be found in Revised EA section 2.1, p 8.

Comment 27: The BLM should require the project proponent to employ qualified
archaeologists and wildlife biologists to survey the area.

Response 27: The required baseline surveys were completed by qualified persons (see Revised |
EA, Refererices Cited). BLM personnel will monitor compliance with avoidance requirements.
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‘Comment 28: The BLM has not considered the cumulative impacts of mining on area
resources.

‘Response 28: See Revised EA section 4.15 and Collected Comments and Responses, item 10.

‘Comment 29: The EA must consider exploration alternatives that are less impactful, such as
slant drilling and helicopter access.

‘Response 29: See Revised EA Collected Comments and Responses, item 5, see also response
46, this document.

‘Comment 30: Request for an extension of time to respond to the EA

Response 30: The BLM has exceeded the requirements for public comment on this proposal.

‘Comment 31: Why was the public comment period delayed in mailing?

‘Response 31: Copies of the Revised EA were mailed (on October 9, 2002) to all who
commented on the original EA. Other copies were mailed upon request. The Revised EA was
available on the BLM web site on October 8, 2002.

‘Comment 32: The EA contains conflicting information on reclamation in the following places:
Proposed Mitigation, Item 15; Section 2.1 Proposed Action, page 10 paragraph 3; and ; Section
2.1 Proposed Action, page 11 paragraph 3.

Response 32: The description under the Proposed Mitigation section is mitigation as proposed
by the BLM. The description on pages 10 and 11 is mitigation as proposed by the Project
Proponent. To the extent that there is a conflict between the descriptions, the BLM mitigation
would govern.

‘Comment 33: The EA should contain maps of future phases of drilling, beyond initial phases.

Response 33: See Revised EA, Collected Comments and Responses item 1.

Comment 34: The text on page 11 describes the Jackson initial phase drilling as including 12
holes, but Figure 4, Jackson Phase Map shows only 6 holes.

Response 34: CR Briggs has clarified that 12 holes are planned for the Jackson initial phase
drilling, two holes each at each location shown on the figure.

Comment 35: The bighorn sheep study should be released. Past requirements to study mining
effects on bighorn sheep have not been fulfilled.

Response 35: The BLM did consider the data included in this internal working document and
would very much like to see the bighorn study released. Unfortunately, the release of that study
is outside the control of the BLM. It is also outside the control of CR Briggs. The work was
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“conducted by the California Department of Fish and Game (with an advisory group that included
the BLM, Death Valley National Park, and CR Briggs) and it is the responsibility of the
Department of Fish and Game to release the study when complete.

‘Comment 36: The impacts of a potential mine development must be acknowledged in the EA.
‘Response 36: See Revised EA section 4.15.

‘Comment 37: Wilderness status issues: (1) The BLM should look into the wilderness
suitability of the project area; much of the project area was recommended by BLM as wilderness
quality land prior to the 1994 California Desert Protection Act. (2) Approving the project would
permanently disqualify this area from wilderness status when congress specifically instructed
that the area be reassessed.

‘Response 37: (1) The project area was proposed for wilderness designation by proponents of the
California Desert Protection Act in 1991. However, it was dropped (deleted) from the
wildernesses designated by Congress in the CDPA of 1994. This was evidently done in
recognition of the mineral potential of the lands in question. The Congress determined that the
statutory rights of the mining claimants require permitting of exploration and potentially of
development of the mining claims under the mining law. The Congress therefore excluded these
lands from further consideration as wilderness unless and until exploration, and potentially
development, is completed. Section 106 of the CDPA requires the Secretary of the Interior in ten
years "to report to Congress on current and planned exploration, development or mining
activities on" the lands in question, as well as on their "suitability for future wilderness
designation." The implication is that if these lands are not developed, or upon exploration are
shown to have little to no mineral potential worth developing within ten years of enactment of
the CDPA, then the question of their suitability for wilderness might be revisited. The mineral
potential of these lands cannot be adequately assessed per Section 106 without exploration.

(2) These lands were not retained as Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) but were released, either as
Class L or M multiple-use lands. The CDPA contains "hard release" language to the effect that
all areas not designated as wilderness or as wilderness study areas in the CDPA "have been
adequately studied for wilderness designation pursuant to section 603 of the Federal Land Policy
and Managment Act of 1976" and "are no longer subject to the requirement of section 603(c)" of
FLPMA "pertaining to the management of wilderness study areas in a manner that does not
impair the suitability of such areas for preservation as wilderness." (CDPA of 1994, Section
104(a)). To the extent that the proposed exploration project disturbs the land in question, it could
jeopardize the area's future suitability as wilderness. However, the exploration project as
proposed contains provisions for mitigation that exceed reclamation standards and approach
restoration standards.

Comment 38: Recommendation that a BLM archaeologist, accompanied by a Timbisha
Shoshone representative perform cultural resource spot checks during ground disturbing
activities.
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Response 38: Should on-site inspections occur during ground disturbing activities, the BLM
will coordinate with the tribe so that the tribe has the opportunity to participate in the
inspections.

Comment 39: The Timbisha Shoshone Tribe should be immediately notified by BLM after it
has received any information concerning cultural resources discovered during ground disturbing
activity.

Response 39: The BLM will notify the Timbisha Shoshone tribe upon receiving notification of
discovery of any previously unknown Native American cultural resources.

Comment 40: ASM Affiliates’ report did not consider the project area to be part of the
Timbisha Shoshone Homeland.

Response 40: The Timbisha Homeland boundary did not figure into the report’s conclusions as
no Native American related cultural resources were discovered.

Comment 41: The map depicting the Timbisha Shoshone Homeland should be included in the
EA.

Response 41: The map has been included by reference.

Comment 42: Appendix 4 of the Revised EA contains the statement that “there are no known
plans for substantive development of gold mining or exploration in the southern Panamint
Range...” This statement is not true.

Response 42: The statement in question is lifted from section 5.4 of the Briggs Mine EIS.
Section 5.4 of the EIS was lifted intact and placed into appendix 4 of the revised EA to address
the cumulative impacts of a potential future gold mining and exploration scenario. The phrase is
part of the introduction to that section and was used to set out the current state of affairs at the
time the EIS was written. The phrase is not pivotal to the analysis provided.

‘Comment 43: The exploration plan is not sufficiently detailed to permit development of an EA
because it does not have specified road length, and road and drill holes.

Response 43: The EA has been completed on the basis of the limit of 100 acres of disturbance
within a specified 3000 acre parcel.

‘Comment 44: The roads will be visible in the distal view as illustrated by views of roads on
Conglomerate Mesa and in the aerial view of the Briggs Project before the mine was constructed.

Response 44: The Conglomerate Mesa example is not analogous to the project situation.
Conglomerate Mesa is heavily and prominently vegetated, has a much more consistent
topographic surface, and it is relatively monochromatic. This gives the mesa a consistent color
and texture that prominently display any disruption. The road is a single linear feature across the
entire face of the mesa that replaces the surface vegetation with geologic material. The road on
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Conglomerate Mesa introduces new line, texture, and color to the landscape, a powerful
combination for visual change. The Panamints on the other hand, have a tortured surface, are
highly variegated, and lightly vegetated. The roads will be combinations of short segments that
are spread around. They will rearrange the geologic material but displace limited vegetation. As
the visual analysis indicates, there will be limited change to color and texture, no introduction of
prominent lines, and no change in form. This combination makes for a much more subdued
change than the one seen on Conglomerate Mesa.

Aerial views do not fairly represent changes in landscape view from ground based observation
points and are not representative viewpoints for the analysis.

‘Comment 45: The wording in section 1.4 of the EA implies that the BLM has used information
from earlier studies that is not available to the public. Also, the wording in response to comment
10 on the original EA implies that mining company information was used which is also not
publicly available. The BLM cannot use information in this EA without making that information
available.

‘Response 45: The wording in section 1.4 states that “the information from those studies was
used to support analysis of the Proposed Project.” It would have been more accurate to say that
the experience gained in performing these closely related analyses in the Panamint Range gives
the BLM staff current knowledge of the area that improves the quality of the analysis. The
mining company information referenced in response to comment 10 on the original EA is
available at www.canyonresources.com and related links at that web page. This web address
was disclosed in Appendix 1 of the Revised EA.

‘Comment 46: The EA should consider the possibility of drilling one or more slant holes from
each drill pad.

Response 46: There is no reason that slant holes cannot be drilled from the proposed drill pads.
The applicant has incorporated this technique into its proposed action (see comment and
response 34, this document). Hole orientation would not affect the analysis.

Comment 47: The EA should consider the possibility of using drilling equipment that does not
need a drill pad.

Response 47: The EA considers the use of such equipment in the discussion of overland drill
access techniques. It is incorporated into the applicant’s proposal.

Comment 48: The response to comment 10 on the original EA deals only with cumulative
impacts and is silent with respect to calls for preparation of an EIS/EIR.

Response 48: The response to comment 10 on the original EA responds to numerous
commentators who called for preparation of an EIS/EIR. Those requests were largely based on
concerns about piecemealing of the analysis. The response addresses the question of
piecemealing.
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‘Comment 49: The EA says that night work will not be allowed on the project, but no such
mitigation measure exists in the list of BLM proposed mitigation measures.

‘Response 49: It has been corrected and a mitigation measure added.
‘Comment 50: Ecosystem fragmentation could affect wilderness values.

Response 50: The ecosystem around the proposed project is an enormous contiguous system,
stretching for tens and tens of miles through BLM lands, wildernesses administered by BLM and
the National Park Service and Death Valley National Park. The proposed project represents less
than one half of one percent of that ecosystem and is not likely to significantly affect wilderness
values. Please refer to chapter 4 of the revised EA for a more complete discussion of impacts.

Comment 51: The BLM should assess whether gold mining is economically feasible in the
project area before allowing exploration to proceed.

Response 51: An assessment of the economic viability of gold mining is, in large measure,
dependent on the size, grade, and geometry of the mineral deposit in question. At this time, there
is not sufficient data to allow such an assessment.

Comment 52: The Revised EA piecemeals the environmental review by not addressing the
effects of mining.

Response 52: Please see Revised EA Collected Comments and Responses, item 10.

Comment 53: The EA does not acknowledge controversy about the effects of mining on
Bighorn sheep. Further, it does not acknowledge certain statements about bighorn sheep in the
masters thesis of Mr. Michael William Oehler.

Response 53: The BLM staff disagrees with the assertion that the Briggs Mine has had a
significant effect on the Bighorn sheep in the mine area. The Revised EA and Record of
Decision reflect the BLM’s judgment, as managing agency, of the results of the bighorn study.
Moreover, regardless of whether there is agreement on the findings of the study in question, that
study investigated the impacts of mining on bighorn sheep; the Cecil R — Jackson EA addresses
the impacts of exploration. Exploration is a shorter duration and much less intensive activity
than mining, and the exploration will take place well away from any springs that are important to
the bighorn sheep.

Comment 54: Exploration equipment could bring exotic seeds into the area.
Response 54: Please see BLM proposed mitigation measure number 19.
Comment 55: The EA does not provide for 10 years of monitoring for invasive plant species.

Response 55: Please see BLM proposed mitigation measure number 17.




7 Finding of No Significant Impact

I have reviewed the above described NEPA compliance document (Environmental Assessment)
and have determined that the proposed action is in conformance with the CDCA PLAN dated
Sept. 1980, and its subsequent amendments, and that the proposed action does not constitute
unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands, nor does it constitute undue impairment of
the public lands.

This action approves a project that will result in disturbance of up to 100 acres within a 3000
acre project area. Except for mandatory exclusion areas for cultural resources and bat habitat,
the precise 100 acres to be disturbed are not known. However, the analysis of resources within
the 3000 acre project area demonstrates that there are no other known resources within the
project area that require such exclusion.

This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) applies only to the Proposed Action including all
of the mitigation requirements listed in the Decision Record that will be attached as conditions to
the Plan of Operations. This FONSI does not apply to any mining proposal that may
subsequently arise from the exploration. The BLM will determine, in the field, which old drill
roads, if any, will be reclaimed by the Project Proponent. This FONSI applies to the Proposed
Project regardless of the BLM’s field determination on reclamation of old drill roads.

I have determined, based on the analysis in CA650 - 2002 - 082 (Cecil R — Jackson Exploration
Plan of Operation Environmental Assessment), that this is not an action that would significantly
affect the quality of the human environment; therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement is
not required. This determination is based on the rationale that significance criteria, as defined by
the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1508.27), are not being met, or if met will be
mitigated to a level that will not be significant. 40 CFR 1500.5 (1) provides that agencies may use
a finding of no significant impact when an action not otherwise excluded will not have a
significant effect on the human environment (1508.13) and is therefore exempt from
requirements to prepare an environmental impact statement.

The following rationale was used to determine that significant impacts were not present for each
criteria mentioned in 40 CFR 1508.27:

Rationale for Decision
1. The short and long term impacts of exploration disturbances as disclosed in the EA are
not considered to be significant to the human environment. The short term impacts from
implementation of the proposed action are local; they are not national or regional in nature.

2. Public health and safety are not affected by the proposed action. All considerations to
protect public health and safety are properly addressed through licensing by appropriate
California State agencies. There will be no significant irreversible resource commitments or
irretrievable loss of resource values.
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3. The proposed project conforms to the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the
purpose of attaining national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).

4. There are no known effects on the human environment that are highly uncertain or
involve unique or unknown risks.

5. The proposed action does not set a precedent for other projects that may be implemented
to meet the goals and objective of the CDCA Plan. The proposed action is consistent with
the land use classification assigned to the project area under the CDCA plan.

6. This action does not violate Federal, State or local law or requirements imposed for the
protection of the environment.

7. This action approves only exploration activities, not the development of a mine.
Therefore, any potentially significant impacts that might occur as a result of mine
development will not occur as a result of this decision. Future decision(s) and future NEPA
analysis(es) would precede any mining development that might be proposed.

Monitoring

Monitoring of the analysis and conclusions made in CA650 - 2002 - 082 will be conducted by
BLM resource specialists to assure consistency. If impacts exceed the degree and type specified
in this environmental analysis, a new, stand-alone NEPA compliance document will be prepared.
Minor deviations from the operating exploration plans will be allowed only if the total size of
disturbance and anticipated impacts do not exceed 100 acres.

e \SM Doc.23 2002

Ridgecrest Field Office Manager Date
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- Cecil R - Jackson Revised EA

Public Comments and Responses

'20. Tony Morin

11/04/04

- Date Sent -
No. Author Date Received Comments
1. Lahontan Regional 11/08/02 7
Water Quality Control 11/08/02 1,2, 3,4,
Board
- ) 11/07/02 -
72. Desert Survivors. 711/07/02 5,6,7,8,9 10,11, 12,
3. Gear Grinders 4 Wheel 11/05/02 13. 14. 15
_Drive Club 1 1/07/02 o
4. Great Basin Mine Watch 11/05/02 5,6,8, 12,16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,
11/08/02 24,25, 26,27
7 5. IMC Chemicals 11/08/02
6. Searles Valley Municipal 11/07/02
_Advisory Council ]
7. Sierra Club, Owens Peak 11/02/02 515
_Group 11/12/02 ’
8. Sierra Club, Range of 11/06/02 12. 28
_Light Group 11/12/02 ’
9. Sierra Club, Ridgecrest 11/06/02
CNRCC Mining 11/12/02 5,29
Committee
- 10/22/02 -
10. Doug Allen 710/22/02 30, 31
- . 11/16/02 -
11. Harriet Allen 11/12/02 6, 32
- '11/01/02 -
12. George Barnes 11/02/02 33, 34
- ) 110/24/02 -
13. Paul Brickett 10/28/02 33
- 10/29/02
14. Lynne Buckner 10/29/02
- ; 10/24/02 -
15. Craig Deutsche 11/01/02 35, 36
- 11/08/02
16. Kelly Fuller 11/08/02
- e 10/26/02
17. Derham Guiliani 10/31/02
18. Marydith Haughton )
- 11/06/02 -
19. Marc Meyer 711/12/02 5,37
11/02/02
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Public Comments and Responses

Diversitv

11/18/02

[ 21. Sheryl Schindler igggjgg 5

'No. Author D:::tl:ei:?vte d “Comments

[ 22. Judy Wickham igggjgi s

23. David Halligan 1111//172//0022

| 24. Elden Hughes /12702 5

[ 25. Donald (unreadable) }}j‘l)gfgg 5,29

?[?i.b'ixmblsha Shoshone }}ﬁ‘s%)g 5. 6,38, 39, 40, 41,

27. Thomas Budlong Hfg;;gg 5,42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49
éiiaﬁglci)flomia Wilderness 11/18/02 5. 6,28, 37, 50, 51, 52"53’ 54, 55,
29. Thomas Budlong Hﬁ :;;gg 6

'30. H. N. Swanson }};}ggg

31. Craig Deutsche }}ﬁgjgg 28, 53
32. Center for Biological 11/18/02

28,29, 35, 43




Hov_ 17 02 09:39p ‘Conrad Parrish '303-670-8785

"George Cella" To:
<GCella@rb6s.swrcb, cC:
ca.gov>

Subject:

11/08/02 04:52 PM

Randy -

<Randy_Porter@ca.bim.gov>

*Cindi Mitton" <cmition @ rb6v.swrcb.ca.gov>, "Kai Dunn*
<KDunn@sb6v.swrcb.ca.gov>

Review of the Cecil R- Jackson Revised EA

@

Our South Lake Tahoe office has received and reviewed a copy of the
above-mentioned revised EA. Please be advised that any future
discussions concerning this, or any similar projects within Inyo County,
should be distributed to Kai Dunn at our (Lahontan) Victorville office,

at:

15428 Civic Dr.
Suite 100
Victorville, CA 92392.

We have the following comments:

- Lahontan Regional Board staff ayrees that the project would require a
storm water permit. Please ensure that this is applied for in a timely

fashion.

- The Revised EA indicates that there are no perennial surface water
courses in the area, yet discusses runoff drainage channels and
indicates that the CA Dept. of Fish and Game would be contacted
concerning any potential 1603 permits. The maps supplied with the
Revised EA did not show any intermittent or ephemeral drainages and the
narrative of the report did not describe where these might be located.
We ther=fore cannot tell whether any of these drainages could be
impacted by the proposed road or project site work. Furthermore, the
Revised EA did not go into detail concerning specific Best Management
Practicas (BMPs) to be used anywhere throughout the project. Regional
Board staff would therefore like to request that soil disturbance be
minimizad as much as practicable during road and project work and that
the latast BMPs be designed, implemented, and maintained throughout all
project work to minimize soil transport off site. Additionally, please
ensure that all exploratory holes are appropriately abandoned.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Revised Ea. If you have

any further questions or water guality concerns, please contact Kai Dunn

at (760) 241-7365.

"~ George

e e ot v B ot St o o ot P et P P g S s P P I Pk ot o o P S et et e

George E. Cella
Associate Engineering Geologist

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

(530) 542-5426
GCella@rbés.swrcb.ca.gov

et o s et ot s s ———
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Hi Randv ::::

I am sending this comment through email so you will have it for sure on
Novembe:x 8th. I

have also mailed a printed copy of our comments today which you will get soon
The

printed version has a picture which is not show here in the text extract.

Thanks
Bob Ellis
for Des=rt Survivors

Desert 3urvivors

P.0O. Box 20991
Oakland, CA 94620-0991
510 525-8742

11/7/02

Mr. Raniy Porter

Bureau >f Land Management
Ridgecrest Field Office
300 South Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

B RE: Cecil R - Jackson Revised EA
Comments )

B FULL EIS REQUESTED, EA
INSUFFICIENT

Dear Sir:

Desert Survivors has a great interest in preserving the natural splendor of
the Panamint

Valley. Our members have enjoyed numerous hikes, backpacks, car camps, and
special events

there over the years. We appreciate the efforts the BLM and Park Sexvice have
made in

working to keep the Panamint Valley a world class natural resocurce, the ®other
side" of

Death Valley.

Thank you for making a Revised EA available for comment. However we continue
to be

gravely concerned with the proposal made by Canyon Resources to bulldoze over
22 miles of

new roads in a relatively pristine area of the Panamints six miles north of
the current

mine ard up to 4,000 feet on the mountainside.

Upon reading your Revised Environmental Assessment we were disappointed at the
lack of

additicnal attention paid to several critical issues: Visual Resources,
Cultural

Resources, Air Pollution, and Reclamation. Desert Survivors requested that
you expand

your analysis on these topics and asked that an EIR be undertaken. At this
point it

appears that you are taking business-as-usual” approach for mining projects.
No EIR

needed, no significant impacts possible from “only” 100 acres of new roads
carved into 20

to 40 niles of hillside. Basically this project will impair the visual
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resources of one

of the largest remaining pristine landscape in the United States. This is a
critical part

of the world-class “out-back” destination for thousands of tourists each year.
The

proposed project is right in the middle of things. You give a cursory
treatment of the

visual resources and imply that “reclamation” will fully restore the landscape
to its

pre-existing condition.

Desert Survivors continues to believe that a FULL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
is necessary
for this project.

The two key issues which proved compelling in the Glamis Mine decision by the
former EBLM

Solicitor were the significant damage to the Quechan Tribe’s cultural
landscape and the

significant damage to the Visual Resource of the landscape in question.

The Briggs Mine is operating in much the same situation. Here the Timbisha
have declared

the Panamints to be sacred lands to their tribe and have opposed any mining.
Here the

visual resource of the greater Panamint Valley is an already internationally
known asset.

Your assessment has not truly addressed these larger issues. Congress has had
legislatiion

introduced this session favoring stronger protection for Native American
sacred _ands.

The state legislature of California has under consideration a similar measure.
Now is not

the time to rush forward and allow further damage without careful study of all
the

impacts. We are not given this.

Your assessment describes a visual impact from two locations. It does not in
any way

address the total landscape issues of the probable impacts to the larger
valley. It gives

vague re-assurances that “reclamation” will cover the damage, but admits this
is not

adequate restoration. The BLM must ensure that all Visual requirements are
met. The EA

does no: specifically analyze and ensure that this is the case.

Your assessment describes a one-time mechanical doze-and-seed reclamation
strategy. This

is not a satisfactory measure for steep slopes and you are well aware of that.
Real ‘

restoration is an expensive and long-term process. Your assessment does not
address that.

Included here is a picture of road damage in the southern Sierra. The
greatest visual

impact is the line of the cut and the decoloration. Your reclamation plan
does not

address these impacts. The picture is taken from many miles away. The road
is like the

scar left by Zorro'’s sword in those old bad movies. Please don’'t perpetuate
this kind of

indifference to our lands.




Nov 17 02 0S8:40p ‘Conrad Parrish

'303-870-8785 Pp.-6

Your assessment still does not give us any figures for air pollution. The 7]
Great Basin Air

Pollution District has been tracking the current mine for years now, with
what result?

We can see periodic clouds of dust rising from the mine. We can see the A
valley _andscape

shrouded with the mine-caused pollution. You indicate that the 24-hour air
pollution

threshold for PM-10 emission has been breeched by the Briggs Mine. You state
that the

district is not in attainment. How can you permit activities which will
increase air

pollution in a non-attainment district?

The EA admits that Canyon Resource’s proposed alternative is expected to
result in g
violation of the California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) for PM10O.

Under FLPMA

and the 43 CFR subpart 3809 regulations, as well as the Clean Air Act, the BLM
cannot

approve any activity that would result in any exceedence of state air quality
standards.

Thus, tae BLM cannot approve Canyon'’s proposed drilling. The EA does not
ensure that the

mitigation measures will result in a condition that will never result in a C?
CAAQS violation
{(which it must do).

Related to the CAAQS exceedence for PM10, the BLM must fully analyze an
alternative of

exploration that does not result in CAAQS exceedence. For example, the
alternative of no

off-road activity, including no helicopter access off-road, must be reviewed.
Due to the )0
CAAQS problem, the BLM must specifically quantify the extent of additional

PM10 that the

proposed project will generate. Vague statements that PM10 emissions will

increase are

insufficient under NEPA.

e
Your assessment does not give us any information of-.the status of current
reclamation
progress by this company at the Briggs Mine. You have numerous reports
availakle. Are
they performing? Will they likely be able to perform in the future? Each
year Canyon is
to repcrt to you on their reclamation efforts under the current plan. Why -
aren’t we given __L_
some dzta here. The company is in serious financial trouble and more than a '
bond is at -
stake. A full EIS would give a more complete picture of whether compliance 57
could be
expected. _

The EA states that you have agreed to a figure of $200,000 as a reclamation

bond for the _

100 acres they may disrupt. How was this arrived at? Some years ago I know | .
that in road pa
reclamation work for the forest service in the Coast range a figure of $15,000

a mile was

considered reasonable. If we are to have up to 40 miles of roads here why

shouldn’t the
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"bond be at least 40 times $15,000 or $600,000?

Only in the closed world of mining could 20 to 40 miles of roads in a critical
viewshed

with partial restoration ever be considered not a significant impact. Please
stand back

and look at yourselves. This doesn’t make sense!

Lets talke the time for a full EIS here. Now is not the time to rip and tear.
Lets really

scratch our heads on this one. Any damage is right on the wall and it won’'t
go away with :

anti-graffiti spray. We will all be stuck with it.

Desert Survivors considers this particular mining process to this particular
area of

public “and as "undue degradation." We urge you to proceed slowly and
deliberately with »

the knowledge that many people from all over the country and the world (yes.
the wor>.d)

who have experienced the Panamint Valley Landscape as it currently exists are
or will be

horrified by the proposed destruction this EA envisions.

We need more information here, you need the added information and the Panamint
Valley

needs greater consideration then you have so far given. Lets get started on
that EIS!

‘Our letter on the first EA was incorrectly attributed as a personal letter
from Steve
Tabor. Both that letter and this represent the opinion of Desert Survivors

Please incorporate by reference both our letters and the letters from Tom
Budlong as .
reflecting our sentiments.

Thanks “or your attention. If you have any guestions, feel free to contact
us.

‘Steve Tabor, President Bob Ellis,
Board Member at Large

Desert Survivors
P.O. Box 20991
Oakland, CA 94620-0991 (510) 525-8742
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Gear Grinders
5 4 Wheel Drive Club, Inc.
' P.O. Box 32 T &

Ridgecrest, CA 93556

&),

November 5, 2002

Se FZ 2L

L2

‘Randy Porter oo =
- =

Bureau of Land Management p =

300 S. Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, Ca. 93555

"RE: 7CECIL R. JACKSON REVISED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

‘Mr. Porter:

The referenced document is a government document covering the
Cecil R. Jackson Exploration Plan of Operation. This document has
been approved and signed off by the BLM. The Gear Grinders 4
Wheel Drive Club is of the opinion that this project shall

proceed. Comments concerning the C.R. Briggs project are as
follows.

‘e Access to South Park Canyon shall not be denied. If
exploration road does prevent access on the existing South
Park Canyon road, a suitable by pass shall be constructed.

‘e Item 9 on page 2 does not allow an employee to camp on the
site. In the event of continuing vandalism, an employee
should be allowed to camp on site and protect the equipment.

"¢ According to this document, C. R. Briggs will be required to
retab all the roads that they build for their exploration
project. We request the public be allowed to review the
roads and if suitable, recommend a road(s) be left open for

diverse recreation. —

Gold is essential to today’s electronics industry. We should

develop our own resources rather than be dependent on foreign
nations.

Curtis Martin
President

'303-670-8785 P.
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1 Booth Street
Reno, NV 89509

phone 775-348-1986
fax 413-521-4726

tom@greatbasinminewatch.org
www.greatbasinminewatch.org

‘Board of Directors

'Glenn Miller, Ph.D., Chair

Reno

" Bob Fulkerson, Treasurer
Reno

'Norman Harry, Scecretary
Pyramid Lake Paiutes

" Bernice Lalo
Battle Mountain Shoshone

" Christopher Sewall
Crescent Valley

“Elyssa Rosen
Lake Tahoe, CA

" Aimee Boulanger
Bozeman, MT

Staff

“Tom Myers, Ph.D.
Director

“Karel Malloy
Program Associatc

" Christic Whiteside
Program Associate
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Mr. Randy Porter 1z 02 @

Burcawy BgLE}ndMangghe‘fﬂehﬁ EA
300 South Xichmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

‘Re: CR Briggs Mine Exploration Proposal EA Number CA-650-2002-082

Dear Mr. Porter:

Thank you for this opportunity to review the revised environmental assessment (EA) for
the proposed exploration. Also, thank you for revising the original EA. However, we do
not find that the BLM has adequately considered our comments or those of many other
people and organizations that commented on the first EA. Justa quick glance at the
reprinted letter filed by GBMW shows that most of the text is not included in the
responses. For this reason, and to avoid repetition in this letter, we hereby reiterate and
reincorporate the comments from our previous letter which was dated July 8, 2002 and
rcceived by the BLM July 26, 2002. The comments provided below are either new issues
or a discussion of the BLM’s responses to our previous comments.

We would also like to incorporate by reference herein all comments filed by Mr. Tom
Budlong on both versions of the EA. Tom Budlong is a member of Great Basin Mine
Watch. For the record, the following commenters on the first EA are also either individual
or organizational members of GBMW:

Sierra Club Southern Nevada Group
Sierra Club Range of Light Group
Desert Survivors

Bob Ellis

Harriet Allen

Mark Saylor

Howard Wilshire

Also, thank you for responding to our Freedom of Information Act request in a timely

fashion. Some of the comments below are informed by the information obtained in that
requcst.

Specifically, we reiterate our call for a full EIS of the potential cumulative effects of this

project which include the potential for a mine to be built at the site. The fact that CR has
acknowledged the discovery of a gold resource at in the region and has plans for several
phases of drilling indicates that they know there is a future project at the site.
Additionally, their web pag indicates to their potential investors that there is a futurc mine
here as well. While we agree there is no assurance that a project will occur, there does
seem to be a high probability. EA Comments and Responses, page 4. The future mine
requires this project, therefore the future mine possibility deserves more discussion than
provided on EA, page 30.

l/u-au,‘ thes slages ‘aﬂ:r« idis rczagm'uJ. jn the /ir:l, il ric/itu,u{. S tha uan, ilis nppaan{. _ﬂn the lAuJ, itis n;chJ as 40¢
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CR Briggs Mine Exploration Proposal EA Number CA-650-2002-082 Page 2
November 5, 2002

Whether the BLM accepts that they must analyze the reasonably foreseeable actions of a future mines, —_——
the impacts documented within the EA are clearly significant. Impacts to visual resources, Native )
American values, and potentially groundwater, air quality, and bighom sheep are significant for reasons s
discussed below or submitted for the previous EA. For this reason, the BLM must complete an EIS on
the proposed exploration. Also, as will be discussed, thc BLM has not even adequately described the
proposed project so that significance can be determined.

_—

“The proposed project violates all standards of environmental justice.

The BLM acknowledges there is no way to mitigate the concerns that the Timbisha Shoshone have about
the Briggs Mine and this exploration will have with regard to destroying a sacred landscape. It is hard to
explain it better than the BLM did in their discussion of impacts to Native American Values.

The Timbisha Shoshone who were consulted feel that a sacred place (the Panamint Mountains) is
being desecrated by the ongoing activity at the Briggs Mine and that approval of additional
exploration would increase the level of desecration. At least one member complained that great
attention is given to habitat for animal species (such as bats) than to the habitat of the Shoshone
people. They feel that their values are not respected and that this reflects an attitude of disrespect
toward them... it has become evident that many Native Americans feel genuine and great
emotional and psychological pain when permitted actions affect places that are of importance to
them. EA, page 24.

There is little that we can add to express the inappropriateness of this project to the Native American -
values that exist in this mountain range other than to point out that this clearly represents a significant ‘ b
impact to a value for which the BLM is responsible when approving a project.

“The description of phases does not adequately describe the project.

Tt appears from the description that Canyon Resources (CR) proposes three phases of exploration at each
of two locations and a fourth phase at a completely different site that is not described in the EA. The EA
only describes the drilling and road building for Phase 1 at each of the two locations. Phase 4 is being —
proposed as well but no location has been provided. Approving a FONSI for this project would be illegal
because the EA has not even described most of what is being proposed.

"The BLM cannot approve phases beyond those analyzed in the EA with a decision record based on this
EA.

At the Cecil R area, Phase 1, described in this EA, would consist of drilling “approximately 25 holes”.
EA, page 10. Currently planned holes are shown on Figure 3..” Id., emphasis added. These holes and
associated roads (described as minimal) are the total extent known and described in this EA.

Phase CR2 would require the building of additional drill accesses outside the phase CR1 area.
The number of holes in this phase is unknown and would depend on continued success. Phase
CR3 of the drilling program would be entirely dependent on the success of phase CR2 and would
include step out drilling and infill drilling to further define the mineralization. The extent of road




Nov 17 02 09:41p Conrad Parrish

'303-670-8785 Pp-11

CR Briggs Mine Exploration Proposal EA Number CA-650-2002-082 ‘Page 3
November 5, 2002

construction would be dependent on the extent of infill and stcp-out drilling. EA, page 11,
emphases added.

Thus, phase 2 is in an area outside the area being analyzed here and shown in Figure 3, but it is
presumably adjacent to it. Then, the phase 3 drilling just increases the density of holes.

The description of the Jackson area plan suggests that the EA should include a better description of the
fully phased drilling plan.

This phase (Phase 1) would test a strong, 1,500 ft long gold anomaly extending northward from
an existing drill hole. This phase would consist of an initial 12 hole program. Hole locations
have not been determined. The number of holes could vary. If phase J1 is successful, phase J2
would be initiated. This phase would test down dip mineralization to the west of the phase J1
area, and and (sic) also test a northern extension of mineralization where the bedrock is covered
by alluvium. Phase J3 would be entirely dependent on the success of phase J2 and would include
step out drilling 2nd infill drilling to further define mineralization. EA, page 11, emphasis added.

As highlighted, CR and the BLM understands the future direction of drilling at the Jackson area. This
EA must include these descriptions to determine whether the impacts are significant or not.

Finally, Phase 4, seemingly approved in this EA, includes an area far from the analyzed area. “Phase 4 of
the program could include drilling in other target areas, away from the two immediate targets.” EA, page
11. The public does not even know where drilling is being approved with this description. “This phase
currently exists as a concept only, but would comply with the conditions of the plan of operations.” Id.
Thus, at the sole discretion of CR, they may begin drilling in some unknown location without the public
being informed and without the actual impacts being analyzed. Presumably, this will be the Nostradamus
Project, but this has not been disclosed in the EA.

In response 5, the BLM indicates that phasing the project and analyzing all phases in one EA will
increase “agency work loads, and would be subject to complaints about piccemealing of the exploration
project”. EA Comments and Response, page 2. That is true, but an EA that discusses speculative phases
that are poorly defined is worse than piecemealing the project.

Future phases will significantly increasc the impacts over the phase 1 drilling. For these reasons, the " 7
BLM should set decision rules as to whether these phases are necessary. This would be similar to the
validity exams that the BLM performs in certain areas prior to allowing mining.

Phase 3 drilling clearly represents drilling for the design of 2 mine and should be preceded with a
full EIS.

It is still the opinion of Great Basin Mine Watch that an EIS is required before approving any of this
project. However, the descriptions of Phase 3 drilling at the two locations are that they are clearly . g
intended to define the shape of the mineralization and not just to discover whether they have a mineable

ore body. At this point, the BLM should require additional analysis and the preparation of an EIS.
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November 5, 2002

Figures 3 and 4 are misleading to the public and misrcpresent the proposal being analyzed herein.

As described in the preceding paragraphs, Figures 3 and 4 show only the Phase 1 of exploration at each

location. This misleads the casual observer into believing that only a few roads and holes are being
proposed. The figures underestimate the significance of the project.

‘The reclamation plan is inadequate for this project.

The reclamation plan described in Chapter 2 is not very detailed and the added mitigation descriptions in

Chapter 4 are not very helpful. The cursory description of reconstructing roads by reaching “down the
hill to the retrieve side case material (sic)” is not adequate for steep areas. Figure 4 shows that roads will
be built in an area with a gradient of about 5:4 (almost 400 feet of relief in 500 horizontal feet). The EA
should include a cross section showing both the road construction and the act of reclamation. The cut on
the side on the uphill side of the road will be half the road width. On the downhill side, there will not be
sufficient material with sufficient geotechnical strength (compressive strength to support vehicular
traffic) to build up the road. Thus, it seems that the road will have to cut more well more than half of the
road. Short of dumping it down the side of the mountain, there is no indication of where CR will place
the material. There is also topographically no place to put the material because it will not be possible to
place the material on a 1:1 sideslope.

In order to sufficiently re-establish pre-existing drainages, CR should be required to survey the cross-

section of the stream. Hydrologically, imposing an inappropriate cross-section will cause a geomorphic
threshold which would cause erosion and sedimentation to move upstream. See also the letter from the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) letter number 1) describing the need for a Streambed
Alteration Agreement. This requirement should have been included as mitigation in Chapter 4 (EA, page
22).

One amendment to the proposal is also needed. The BLM states that “[o]verland drill routes would be

reclaimed by ripping to relieve compaction.” EA, page 10. Presumably, this includes the routes taken by
the large tired, off-road vehicles. The BLM should assess the damage caused by these vehicle prior to
ripping the routes because the ripping could cause more damage.

CR should be required to perform concurrent reclamation; rather, the EA indicates that reclamation “will

be initiated no later than 18 months following the completion of exploration.” EA, page 10. Itis
common for a well run mine in Nevada to begin reclamation immediately once a disturbed area will no
longer be disturbed. This would be advisable here, but it appears that CR will be allowed to wait until
they determine whether a mine will be built. Id. Unless there is adequate protection for the stockpiles
from erosion, reclamation begun 18 months after exploration ends will be more likely to fail.

The reclamation bond is inadequately described and is insufficient to assure reclamation of the

disturbance proposed in this project.

The EA indicates that the proposed financial assurance for the exploration project is $202,465. EA, page

20. Without any discussion in the EA concerning the determination of this amount, the public cannot
adequatcly assess its adequacy. We note also that the plan of apérations for the exploration plan obtained

p.12

20

11

22
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by the FOLA mentioned above provides no additional discussion on bond amounts'. (We also note that
the description of reclamation in that plan is no more detailed than provided in this EA.)

It is unlikely that the financial assurance amount is sufficient for the following reasons:

1. The roads in steep areas will be more challenging to reclaim than expected. The EA treats the
reclamation as standard when the construction will have to be extensive. The fact that the roads
in steep areas will be wider adds to this concern. EA Comments and Responses, page 1. The
fact that the locations are also unknown indicates that the dimensions and the proportion of steep
roads has not been included. Id.

2. The BLM indicates that CR may have to reclaim some of the existing drill roads. EA, page 10
and 26. It is not possible to estimate these costs unless it has been decided to reclaim these roads.
Clearly, if CR uses them, they should be reclaimed.

3. Without knowing the number of drill holes, it is not possible to know the costs associated with
reclaiming. If bentonite is to be used to seal sections that produce water, it is essential to identify
the source of the clay and the costs associated with getting it to the site (including any
reclamation that may be needed at a borrow site). Sec the next comment.

4. At various points in the document, the BLM refers to monitoring the reclamation for ten
years. It is essential that the bond include funding for this menitoring and funding to fix any
problems. It may be that the BLM must inform CR that much of the bond will not be released for
at least ten years after the exploration has been reclaimed to assure that there will not be a failure
of the reclamation in the future.

The proposed mitigation for groundwater resources is insufficient to protect groundwater in the
area.

There is no provision for preventing cross-contamination of aquifer layers if groundwater is located. If
one aquifer layer has high concentrations of naturally occurring or human (Briggs) induced contaminants,
the drilling would establish a connection between the layers. Plugging the holes, if not done
immediatety, would not prevent the contamination. Stating that it will be done “in accordance with BLM
and California standards” is insufficient and does not prevent the contamination or provide the reader
with any real information.

Also, there is no provision to protect springs in the area should the exploration holes encounter
pressurized aquifer layers that are connected with springs. Encountering such aquifers could quickly
dewater them and cause the springs to stop flowing or suffer much reduced flow. Also, note that the EA

JCecil R - Jackson Exploration: Plan of Operation, Submitted to U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management, Ridgecrest Resource Area, 300 S. Richmond Road, Ridgecrest, CA. Submitted by CR Briggs
Corporation, Trona, CA.
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does not provide a survey of springs. It is not possible to assess whether the impacts are significant if
therc is not even a survey of the existing resource.

Also, note that there is not any added discussion of bedrock groundwater that we requested in our
previous comments (BLM response 33). The response relies on the conceptual model from the Briggs
Mine EA and the fact that exploration drilling for the Briggs Mine did not “encounter ground water in the
upland bedrock areas”. EA Comments and Response, page 8. This project is 2 miles away from the
Briggs Mine. Groundwater would be found in fractures, as noted in the EA on page 15. Groundwater
elevations vary substantially across short distances in fractured rock®.

The EA also implies there will be no water in the bedrock because it is above the valley floor and
because, as mentioned above, it was not found at the mine. Water in bedrock occurs at variable levels.
The EA provides no information about the depth of the exploration holes, therefore there is no way to
actually assess whether groundwater will be reached or not. The BLM must consider the depth of the
holes before concluding there will be no water reached.

The BLM may not permit a project that will violate air quality standards.

The EA admits that the area is in non-attainment for PM10 under the California Ambient Air Quality
Standard (CAAQS). EA, page 13. The BLM admits that both the proposed action and the helicopter
access option “would cause emission of fine dust (PM10) from traffic and from drilling activities”. EA,
page 20. Under FLPMA and the 43 CFR subpart 3809 regulations, as well as the Clean Air Act, the
BLM cannot approve any activity that would result in any exceedance of state air quality standards. The
EA does not ensure that the mitigation measures will result in a condition that will never resultin a
CAAQS violation (which it must do).

Due to the CAAQS problem, the BLM must specifically quantify the extent of additional PM10 that the

proposed project will generate. Vague statements that PM10 emissions will increase are insufficient
under NEPA.

Finally, the EA does not complete a prevention of significant deterioration increment analysis nor even
discuss whether the baseline date has been triggered for this region. This is essential for any assessment
of significance.

The EA inadequately analyzes the visual impacts of the project.

This proposed project could cause substantially degraded views of the Panamint Range north of the
existing mine. While excellent reclamation in the long run may actually improve the view if old drill
roads are reclaimed (and no mine is built), this is not the record of the industry in the Great Basin. The
facts of this exploration suggest that visual resources will be degraded for decades. Specifically, the

2The author of this letter has observed two historic mine shafts just 100 feet apart where one had water
within 30 feet of the ground surface and the other was dry for at least 500 feet.

-14
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roads in the steep Jackson arca will require very substantial cuts. Without adequate reclamation, these
cuts will be visible for decades. See the discussion above about road reclamation. '

Also, the analysis of the impacts to visual resources are insufficient. It is not possible to know whether
the impacts of this project are significant unless photographic views of the project site from various
points, including the road to Trona and the Ballarat road, are enhanced to show the effects of the
exploration (and future mine).

'The BLM must require CR to employ an archaeologist and a wildlife biologist to survey the areas
prior to disturbance.

The proposed action states that “CR Briggs would avoid critical natural resources...including
archaeological sites and BLM sensitive (wildlife) species.” EA, page 9. It further guarantees that the
drilling will be at least 500 feet from an Townsend’s big-eared bat habitat during habitation season. This
cannot be guaranteed unless the decision record includes a requirement that CR employ qualified people
to perform the nccded surveys.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Tl

Tom Myers, Ph.D.
Executive Director

©C
Timbisha Shoshone
Western Mining Action Project

2
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il Trona. California 93592-0367

Hector Villalobos W /{’k/\/ 4 / / |

Ridgecrest Area Field Manager
300 South Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

RE: Briggs Mine Proposed Cecil R. — Jackson Exploration Plan of Operation
'Dear Mr. Villalobos:

] wish to commend the efforts of the Bureau of Land Management and Briggs
Mine for producing a thorough and well contemplated environmental assessment and
plan of exploration.

As you are aware, exploration is conducted frequently across the United States,
and with appropriate care as represented by the Briggs proposal, environmental impacts
are negligible. It appears that some comments to date concerning the Briggs proposal
have the incorrect impression that exploration must be as intrusive and permanent as an
operating mine. Clearly, the Briggs document presents a contemporary approach that
allows adequate access and mineral investigation with minimal lasting effect on our
valuable desert resources.

Briggs Mine has proven to be a responsible corporate citizen and a valuable
economic resource to Searles Valley and surrounding communities. Their contribution to
jobs and community has been exemplary. IMC Chemicals wishes to make an unqualified
endorsement of Briggs Mine’s technical integrity and proposed exploration effort.

Sincerely,

O,\/\/CA/L“"?J oAt

Arzell Hale
Executive Director, IMC Chemicals
Trona, California
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' Lands Committee

7 Searles Valley Municipal Advisory Council
83732 Trona Road

Trona, CA 93562

Searles Valley Municipal Advisory Council

‘November 7, 2002

Mr. Randy Porter

Bureau of Land Management
Ridgecrest Resource Area
300 S. Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

‘Dear Sir:

The Lands Committee of the Searles Valley Municipal Advisory Council supports the
environmental assessment (EA) document covering exploration activities proposed by
CR Briggs Corporation in the Cecil R- Jackson area of the Panamint Mountains. It is
critical to desert communities that multiple use remain as a key element in the
administration of open federal lands in the California Desert Conservation Area. Mining
and mineral exploration have been a life-blood of Searles Valley communities since their
beginning. We consider continued exploration for and production of minerals to be
critical to the diversity and therefore to the welfare of desert economies. We support
mining that is conducted in a responsible and environmentally sound manner.

CR Briggs Corporation has conducted their mining operations in the Panamint Mountains
responsibly and in accordance with permit stipulations. We have reviewed the EA and
find it to adequately consider potential effects of the proposed activities. In our opinion,

an E1S would be beyond the scope of this exploration proposal and is not needed at this
time. '

Respectfully,

— oot Sl L

Robert Strub

Chairman

for the

Lands Committee, SVMAC

] A, Lot
[ty /i~ 4
(/y/nthja Barton

/g%/;w Q//?’Z&./L(J/‘?y
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M‘p /}%(/ ”//7/ 44 ‘Nov. 2, 2002

This is to thank you for extending the comment period for the Cecil R - Jackson Revised
EA. We also thank Lynn Gum for his heipful presentation.
We still have grave concerns about the project. The impact on the view and on the night

Dear Mr. Villalobos,

sky cannot really be mitigated. We still urge you to do an EIS for an endeavor of this r—g
magnitude. The impact of the roads and heavy equipment would be major -- dust, soil, o
biota, view and sky are only a few of our concerns. Any new roads or reclaimed roads ,g
should be closed and entrances disguised later. Even then we regret the disturbance to a .

beloved area. W
€
/ %&vwwb "ga W
ie Haye

Jean
Conservation Chair
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Range of Light Group, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club, Inyo and Mono Counties, P. 0. Box 1975, Mammoth
Lakes, CA 93546 Nov. 6, 2002

BT oS

- Cecil R - Jackson Proposal une ay o RER SIVED
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CE AREA

. /’//ﬂ/ n”
W November 6, 2002

Mr. Randy Porter

Bureau of Land Management
300 S. Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

'Dear Mr. Porter,

On behalf of the Sierra Club Range of Light Group, Toiyabe Chapter, I submit the
following comments on the Revised Environmental Assessment for the Cecil R - Jackson
Revised Environmental Assessment.

The Range of Light Group finds the Revised Environmental Assessment (EA) inadequate
in addressing the many environmental concerns of this proposed exploration project. The
revised EA certainly does not address the concerns of the Timbisha Tribe who hold the
Panamint Range sacred.

The Group believes that the effects of this exploration and the likelihood that the
exploration will lead to an extension of mining in the area will have an impact on Death
Valley National Park and the adjacent wilderness arca. These potential impacts were not
seriously considered in the EA or the Revised EA. Although the EA states that the BLM
cannot foresee that this exploration will result in mining activity, Canyon Resources
indicate that they pursue exploration with the intent and expectation of mining. As they
already have a mine in the area, the Briggs mine, they have evidence that the minerals
they seek are present.

The BLM must consider the cumulative impacts of mining activities in the Panamint 7 18
Range and has not done so in the Revised EA.

Although the Revised EA is somewhat an improvement over the original EA, it still does
not address many of the concerns stated in comment letters. For this reason, the Range of
Light Group asks the Bureau of Land Management adopt the "No Action" alternative.

Please consider that a bill that would have prevented this exploration and more mines in
the Panamint Range was passed by the California legislature and a bill with a similar
provision has been introduced into the U. S. Senate. Many American people are
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Range of Light Group, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club, Nov. 6, 2002
page 2 ~ Cecil R - Jackson Proposal

concerned about the results of mining activities which have left many streams and lands

polluted by heavy metals and permanent scars on the landscape.

The visual impacts of the exploration will be significant and can't be mitigated fully. The

helicopter supported drilling would be preferable in that the visual and other impacts
would be less. Since this method is very expensive, it is doubtful that Canyon Resources
could afford it. On their website, Canyon Resources states that it has only about $500,000
in cash resources.

“The Range of Light Group is concerned that the proponent Canyon Resources does not

have adequate resources and financial reserves. The company lists the Briggs mine as
being their only income source. If Canyon Resources should declare bankruptcy, what
would become of any reclamation or mitigation of this site? American taxpayers have
spent millions of dollars cleaning up mining operations that should have been the
responsibility of the mining companies. The BLM has an obligation to ensure that this
does not happen with this proposal.

The BLM also has an obligation to ensure that the scenic values of this fragile desert land

are preserved and protected. Death Valley National Park is a national treasure and its
value far exceeds that of any gold or other precious metal that may be present in the
Panamint Range. The Wilderness Areas and potential Wilderness Areas near the
proposed exploration site must also be protected. This public land belongs to all of the
American people and their interests do outweigh those of any one mining company.
The concerns of the Timbisha people must be considered.

"Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

) Wﬁ%a/%géﬁr, éhair

Range of Light Group, Toiyabe Chapter
Sierra Club

o C:’ I /772 M&WJA

p.20
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From: Stan Haye <adit@ridgenet.net>

'303-670-8785

Sat, Nov 9, 2002 12:58 PM

To: <randyporter@ca.bim.gov> 9
Cc: <adit@ridgenet.net> - 2
Date: Wednesday, November 6, 2002 4:54 PM :;: =2 ™
Subject: Cecil R - Jackson Revised EA 8 =
- o
&/M,/ ) ﬂ/”/ = 2
Dear Sir: ‘j'w % w
R g: ~y

We believe that an Environmental Impact Report is needed for this
project, for the following reasons:

1. All of the impacts of the project cannot be mitigated to less than a

significant impact, therefore an EA, and a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) is not allowed.

2. Exploration alternatives less damaging to the environment must be
analyzed, such as slant drilling from fewer pads and helicopter access.

3. This project is simply too large and too potentially environmentally
damaging to be appropriately analyzed in an EA.

4. The is significant public controversy regarding the project.

Thanks for considering this.

Sincerely,

%LMHW

Stan Haye

Chair, Sierra Club CNRCC Mining Committee
230 Larkspur St.

Ridgecrest, CA 93555

29
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"doug%psbs.com” To: <Randy_Porter@ca.bim.gov>

<doug@psbs.com> cc:
Subject: Cecil R-Jackson Mining

10/22/02 08:06 AM @

Dear Mr. Porter,

I have just recived your letter regarding the revised EA for the proposed
Cecil R-Jackson mineral exploration project in the Panamint Mountains. The
letter states comments are due November 8 2002. The letter you sent was
dated October 4, 2002 and post marked October 18, 2002. I recived the letter

on 21 October 2002. That is seventeen days of delay. This is an important S
project with many impacts. I am requesting from the BLM an extention for }a
comments for this project. If this is not possible, then an explaination =
from the BLM as to why the public comment was reduced by delay in mailing. _E-'
Respectfully,

Doug Allen
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3750 E1 Canto Drive
Spring Valley, CA 91977
November 6, 2001

’ W M ) )1{61/

Bureau of land Management @
300 South Richmond Road

Ridgecrest, CA 93555
‘Re: Cecil R - Jackson Revised EA
“Thank you for the opportunity to camment on the Revised EA forCACA-42806

The Mitigation Measures listed on pages 1,2,3 of the document and subsequent pages do not

appear to address the full details of issues raised by those who reviewed and commented on

the original E.A. I was disturbed by the BIM response = found in Section 10 of Appendix A, page 4:
The BIM finds (1) mew mines are not probable, (2) results of exploration are unknown, (3) BLM is
not required to speculate about the future. I find this a sad day for heirs and resources,

though it seems to be decreed by law.

Of personal concern is the conflicting wording relative to reclamation:
Page 2, Item 15 of Proposed Mitigation B
Page 10, 13 of Introduction 3L
Page 11 of Introduction relative to the Four Phases of Exploration

“The Sectionss on re-seeding and reclamation (restoration should be the criteria) should be
more thoroughly explored; Criteria for revegetation should be reviewed and clarified; re- -
seeding is commendable but the use of planting techniques for nursery and soil-stabilizing 6
should be analyzed for each area, and re-seeding several times in cases of failure must be
considered (one "try*' is inadequate). —_—

I appreciate the camplicated and conflicting mandates which the Ridgecrest Field Office
faces: Congressional mandates to bring in more money for the General Fund, but do it
with diminshing budgets and increasing demands. Ridgecrest deserves our best efforts to
sofr. out stretegies and "our ‘druthers” for long-term decisions that are acceptable to
Interior, the users and future generations.

‘Please keep me on the mailing lists for Record of Decision.

'Respectfully submitted,
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George Barnes To: Randy Porter <Randy_Porter@ca.blm.gov>
<ggared@att.net> cc: Hector Villalobos <Hector_Villalobos@ca.bim.gov>

Subject: Comments on Cecil R - Jackson Revised EA
11/02/02 11:50 AM

Please respond to -
ggared ( L;)

Randy Porfer 1 November 2002
Bureau of Land Management

300 S. Richmond Road

Ridgecres=, CA 93555

Re: REA for Cecil R - Jackson Exploration Plan of Operations,
EA CA-650-2002-082, CACA 42806, October 4, 2002

Dear Mr. Porter:

Again, as with the original EA, the maps provided are inadequate to
allow detailed comment on the effects of the action alternatives because
their locations are not identifiable. Maps of the following areas are
missing:

~ Nostradamus

- Cecil R Phase 2
- Cecil R Phase 3
- Jackson Phase 2
- Jackson Phase 3
- Phase‘4.

In addition, on page 11 it is stated that Jackson Phase 1 would consist
of an initial 12 hole program but Figure 4, Jackson Phase 1 Map, shows
only six holes.

Comments on the original EA show there is sufficient controversy on this
exploration proposal that I believe an EIS is required under NEPA for
the exploration project alone.

George Barnes

p.24
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‘Randy Porter @

Bureau of Land Management
300 S Richmond Road
Ridgecrest , CA 93555

Dear Sir,

I’m writing to comment on the revised Environmental Assessment for the Cecil R
Jackson mine exploration, north of their existing Canyon Resources Briggs site. Earlier
this year I hiked up Telescope Peak via Tuber Canyon with other Desert Survivor
members and was impressed with the wilderness values there, including the rare
Panamint daisies. Canyon Resources, according to their own website, indicate the desire
to increase the mining activity in the Panamints. According to the graphical illustrations
produced by Bob Ellis
(http://home.earthlink.net/~bobellisds/BriggsMine/PanamintValleyMainPage.htm) the
new exploration would significantly impact currently pristine areas of thc Panamints.
Although the EA documents on the BLM site have lots of information, I could not find
maps of the proposed new roads. I also would reiterate concern mentioned in the
Department of Fish and Game letter that this area is sensitive environment for desert
bighom sheep and Townsend’s big-eared bat.

“Thank you for the consideration.

‘Sincerely,

"Paul Brickett
509 Hull Ave.
San Jose, CA 95125

.25
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| (4
Lynne Buckner To: rporter@ca.bim.gov
<lynne@ithaca.com> cc:

Subject: Bri Mi
10/29/02 07:58 AM ] '9gs Mine

‘To Whom -t May Concern,

I have recently become aware of the Cecil R. Jackson Exploration issue and
am writing to let you know about my concerns.

I have spent a lot of time in the area exploring Surprise Canyon, Panamint
city, and Pleasant Canyon on backpack trips. I have climbed Sentinal Peak,
Porter Peak and Argus Peak and marveled at the views. I have visited with
the miners, Charles and Rocky Novak at the mouth of Surprise and enjoyed
dinner with them. I have spent time at the Ballarat store sipping on cold
drinks a“ter days in the Panamint back county. I tried to remember and
later photograph the rugged mountains and snaking canyons before returning
to the city in which I live. It is the view of the Panamints in the
setting sun from the intersection of the Ballarat and the Trona-Wildrose
road that is burned in my memory and sustains me in hectic days as a
registered nurse in a busy urban medical center. I thought that the
expansion of Death Valley National Park had permanently protected the
pPanamints from intrusion by the commercial interests that seek to make a
quick dollaxr by degrading our public lands. I was also hoping that the
current mining activity marring the lower slopes and views from Ballarat
(not to mention the loud trucks midweek) would stop. Apparently not!

I recently became aware of the cultural history of the area in terms of the
ola Briggs mining site and cabin as well as the dry waterfall that has
already dSeen destroyed that has historical significance (the Manly

rescue). T am concerned about further impact on this area in terms of
culture, history and tourism. In terms of long term trends, domestic
tourism and service industries are increasing and commodities and heavy
industry are decreasing. Towns like Trona possibly have more to gain from
an increase in tourism than they do from industry. By maintaining
impertant cultural and scenic resources, future long term benefits could
accrue to the local community specifically and tourists in general.

Please exercise your long term duty to the American public and stop the
Cecil R. Jackson Exploration now!

‘Sincerely,

7Lynne Buckner
67 Wool Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

p.26
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Bureau of Land Management -
300 S. Richmond Road -
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

‘Dear Mr. Porter:

I am writing in response to the revised Environmental Assessment which has been
prepared for the Cecil R.- Jackson Exploration eight miles south of Ballarat, on the
Wingate Road, in the Panamint Valley. I believe that this EA is incomplete in several
significant respects and urge you to consider these comments. Three significant
omissions are in the areas of (1) impact on animals, (2) visual resources, and 3)
cumulative effects.

(1) In paragraph 3.7.1 of the revised EA it is stated that “BLM, Death Valley
National Park, California Fish and Game, and CR Briggs sponsored a three-year
study of the effects of the Briggs Mine on bighorn sheep. The study (not released)
showed no significant impact from the mining operation.” Reference to a study
which has not.been released is a weak argument. Please, the study should be
released.and subject to scrutiny before it can be quoted as support for any position
regarding the proposed action. If public documents are not provided, it would be
possible for Canyon Resources to quote any source whatsoever 1o justify any
conceivable endeavor. DU

(2) Paragraph 4.10.2 argues: “it is likely that roads would not be visible in the distal
view.” It is then asserted that “new road construction would be reduced by but not
eliminated by reclamation.”

The present location of the Briggs mine is sufficiently far south that drivers
entering the Panamint Valley from Trona are not immediately aware of presence
of the mine. The new area which is proposed for exploration is significantly
farther to the north and will be quite visible to those driving north into the
Panamint Valley. I was recently in the area of Conglomerate Mesa which was
explored by BHP for mineral resources. The roads which were used for this
exploration were then reclaimed approximately two years ago. The process of
reclamation is exactly the one proposed for the Cecil Jackson project: replacement
of the dirt cast aside by the use of a backhoe. Where the roads on Conglomerate
Mesa were constructed on dirt, the reclamation was rather successful in my
opinion. Where the roads were constructed on steeper rock faces, the scars remain
glaringly visible two years later. Where weathered rock was removed to create the
roads, it has been replaced by dirt of quite another color. There is no way that the
landscape can be restored in less than a hundred years. The scars are visible for
many miles.
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The Panamint Valley is a wonderful desert resource for recreational visitors. It is
a pristine valley and its vistas ought not be marred for short term ends.

(3) Paragraph 4.15 is concerned with cumulative impacts and paragraph 4.15.15 1s
specifically concerned with “Possible Future Mine Development.” The
assessment asserts: “Lacking specifics, any attempt at a more detailed analysis of
the impacts of a potential future mine development project would be speculative
and inappropriate.” This statement seems to be extraordinarily short sighted.

It is stated by Canyon Resources in its website that they hope to develop a
working mine as a result of their exploration. The specific details of such a
development can not be known in advance, but to assert that there would be no
significant impact from such a development can not be supported. A mine which
is not visible, which does not require roads for access, and which is without
possible consequences for ground water, wilderness values, or air quality does not
exist. Future developments must, must be considered. It is highly likely that such
development would be sufficiently significance that a full EIS should be carried
out. At the very minimum, the existence of these impacts must be acknowledged
in the EA.

I have driven through the Panamint Valley many, many times. I have led high school
geology classes on trips in the area and have led trips there for the Desert Survivors
group. I have driven up Pleasant Canyon and Golar Wash on a number of occasions, and
1 have backpacked in Surprise Canyon, Happy Canyon, Jail and Hall Canyons, and
Striped Butte Valley. The Panamint Mountains are a beautiful and special place: It is not
appropriate that the scenic and wilderness values of the area should be compromised for
the short term benefit of a relative few. I believe when the arguments given above are
acknowledged, you will agree.

7Sincerely,

Craig Deutsche
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ge.c‘\ 131 W. Ivy St.
San Diego, CA 92101

'Mr. Randy Porter

Bureau of Land Management
300 S. Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

‘November 8, 2002

"RE: Cecil R. Jackson Revised Environmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Porter:

I am writing to comment on the Cecil R. Jackson Revised Environmental Assessment. I

am very concerned that if the exploration goes ahead, the visual beauty of the Panamint

‘Mountains will be diminished.

This August I hiked up Telescope Peak, driving from San Diego to the Mahogany Flat
campground in the Panamint Mountains, coming up Highway 395 and the Trona-Wildrose Road.
North of Trona the road goes over a ridge and then drops down into the Panamint Valley. I
drove it in the late afternoon, with the last of the sun full on the Panamint Mountains. With
Trona’s blighted industrial landscape just behind me, I was unprepared for the natural beauty of
the Panamints. I had no idea how colorful and majestic they would be. It surprises me greatly
that anyone would consider altering that view, especially when the potential economic gain from
mining exploration is only temporary and the destruction, no matter how carefully mitigated,

would be permanent. It saddens me that my niece might not be able to see what I saw, much less

her children or her children’s children.

For this reason, I urge the BLM not to permit the proposed exploration.
‘Sincerely yours,
Kelly Fuller
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Derham Giuliani
P.O. Box 265

‘Randy Porter
Bureau of Land MaR&game
300 S Richmond Road "

Ridgecrest, CA 93555 CZEZ)

‘Re: Revised Briggs Exploration EA

ﬁwm&uhﬁffaﬁﬁQw o Big Pine, CA 93513
PUREAQGEI T AEAGHERT derhamgiuliani@lycos.com)
0020CT3 PM |:57 26 Oct 2002

‘Dear Sir:

I am very disturbed by the ongoing Briggs activities in the Panamint
Mountains. As a field biologist, my main concerns are the scientific
resources that may be lost in the process.

The Panamint Mountains are known to contain many rare and unique
species; these are indicators that much more remains to be
discovered. Environmental impact studies search for the small number
of known.& listed species, yet the greatest biological diversity is
in the invertebrates that remain largely unstudied in this remote &
rugged area of few roads.

A simple mine shaft for ore retrieval would cause little problem,
but the Briggs mine involves complete destruction of large surface
areas along with everything living there. The purpose of exploration

is for more mines when ore is found, followed by more exploration.

It is disheartening when an area of truly National Park status
becomes exposed to such a process!

Sincerely,

P aeblam A pilhani

.30
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Hector Villalebos
Ridgecrest . area Field Manager
300 South Richmonc¢ Road

Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Re: Briggs Mine Proposal-Cecil R. Jackson Exploration Plan
of Operation

Dear Mr. Villalobos

I have looked over the Enviornmental Assessment for tle
exploration plan by C. R. Briggs and I support the
proposed action of exploration. This plan considers
safeguards and use for others in the future.

C. R. Briggs has provided jobs in both the Searles Vakley and
Incian Wells Vally areas.

I for one do not see why this expleoration project cannot muve
forward.

Thank you.

Sincerel _
g g op
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Hector Villalobos

Ridgecrest Field Manager
"Bureau of Land Management

300 S Richmond Road

Ridgecrest , CA 93555

Dear Mr. Villalobos:

I ask you to oppose the "Cecil R. - Jackson Exploration” project. | strongly believe that a complete
Environmental Impact Statement should be written to fully analyze all potential harmful effects of
new exploration and mining operations on the Panamint Valley near Death Valley National Park
and the Surprise Canyon Wilderness Area. it is particularly important to me that your office
examine the potential negative impacts of mining on this unique natural landscape. 1 also request
that your office look into the wilderness suitability of this pristine natural area.

It allowed to proceed, Canyon Resources' exploration would permit the construction of
approximately 30-50 miles of new roads and hundreds of drill pads into this panoramic scenic
area, with no plans to restore them once exploration is complete. Recently "reclaimed”
exploration roads in the Conglomerate Mesa area of the Inyo Mountains are now highly visible
scars marring the mountainside. It would impact 3,000 acres ranging up to 3,000 feet elevation
above the Panamint playa. Moreover, if new open pit cyanide gold mines follow the exploration,
the mining operation would permanently ruin one of California's largest remaining natural
landscapes. | join the Death Valley National Park officials that have objected to the proposed
exploration and subsequent mining operations of the "Cecil R. - Jackson Exploration" project.
Such a project will permanently scar the National Park's scenic western approach for the
enjoyment of numerous outdoor recreationists, such as myself. It would also degrade habitat for
Park plants and animals (including bighorn sheep), reduce regional air quality, and spread
invasive weeds.

As a frequent visitor to the Panamint Valley and surrounding region, | ask you to oppose the Cecil
R. - Jackson Exploration” project and ask for a complete Environmental Impact Statement on the
effects of exploration and mining on the Panamint Valley.

Sincerely yours,

OV locve F7 g e

Marc Meyer

[\,.\l
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Mr. Rardy Porter

Bureau of Land Management
300 South Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555-4436

Tony Morin

Space 23 Front

200 West Moyer Strest
Ridgecrest, CA 93555-2641
(760) 446-8007 unlisted

‘Dear Mr. Porter:

| have read the newspaper of Oct. 30, and the report that the BLM have put out in the CR Briggs
reports. My comments are that the people whao like to pick on the companies that are trying to
give jobs to people and thers are pecple who are trying to kick there ass to the CR Briggs
Company.

if the BLM had done there job in the first place all this wouldn’t happen. Rules are rules, but
when you are on the job digging for minerais, so that the ground gets move and things have besn
done wrong so what? That is the way that you dig for minerals all go on. So seme people don’t
like to what CR Briggs is doing with the land.

| shouid thing that best thing is let CR Briggs mine for all minarals in the 3,000 acres that have
at this time.

This book. on the CR Briggs is cne of the best story of mining that | have read, but when you come

to reading to pagers 18, A Culturai Resources inventory of the Cecil R — Jackson Exploration
Project is when the page ends. What happen from 18 - 28l

~Sincersly,

o7 Do

Tony Morin
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'RE: Briggs Mining Proposal

Dear Mr. Porter:

"1 am very concerned about the CR Briggs proposal to explore an area several miles north of their current Panamint
mine. As a desert hiker and environmentally concerned Californian, I have seen the devastation of mining projects:
the destruction of scenic landscape, abandoned equipment, trash, chemicals left on sites and environmental damage.

A full Environmental Impact Sttement (EIS) should be done before any exploration or permission is granted to the
mining company. Once damage is done, it cant be repaired. An example is the recently reclaimed exploration roads

in the Conglomerate Mesa area of the Inyo Mountains, where there are now highly visible scars that can be scen
from a distance.

Now is the time to make the proper assessments. [ am extremely concerned that the exploration will resultina
mine, and what would be the impact? That should be investigated now. The exploration area is 3000 acres, approxi-
mately 3 miles along the cast side of the road leading to the current mine, extending 2 miles east of the road up to
almost 3000 feet above the Panamint playa. The area is centered on the South Park Canyon Road leading to the top

of the Panamints. If Briggs is not considering furure mining then there should be no need for any cxplomuon and
the damage that includes.

 As stewards for our land, I feel that it is the responsibility of BLM to be an advocare for the land, so that as a re-
source to all Americans, it is not damaged for short term profit.

7Sinoercly,

Sheryl R. Schindler

“cc: Hecror Villalobos, BLM
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'Randy Porter ( : : )

Bureau of Land Management
300 S. Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Letter re Briggs Exploration EA

| am writing to express my concern about the EA and revised EA for the Briggs
exploration area of 3000 acres of untouched desert. | fail to see how any impact can
be “minimal.” Please do a comprehensive EIS. IS

‘Thank you,

P

}.,_ “ 7(,".’ V‘A{/é/,w\_.
T

Judy Wickman
101 Dominy Road
Lone Pine, CA 93545
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300 S Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

SUBJECT: Panamint Range — Briggs Minc Exapansion
Revised Drilling Explorauon EA for Cecil R. Jackson

-—— et =

Dear Mr Porter

'303-870-8785

[Qoo1

‘November 7, 2002

2043 Berryman Street
Berkeley, CA 94709

“Please do not allow the expansion of activities related to the Briggs Mine. It is enough
that they have already destroyed the lower portions of Manly Canyon, including Manly

Falls.

~ Allowing expansion of the mine’s activities north towards Ballarat will destroy the
pristine desert landscape that now cxists in this area. It will destroy the feeling of the
Panamint Valley, the feeling of entering the wonderful.

" The onaly reason for allowing cxploration would be to ultimatcly allow a mine, in this

case, & cyanide heap leach facility. However, allowing such industrial activities 10 occur
so close to the riparian corridors of Happy, Surprise and Pleasant Canyons would degrade
these areas and pose a significant hazard to wildlife. Since the idea of a mine would ever
be allowed in this area is questionable, why allow the destruction that would accompany
exploration?

Thank you for considering my views,

Do /75«4%\/‘

David W. Halligan
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Bureau of Land Management
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300 S. Richmond Rd.
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

~ Comment on Cecil R — Jackson Revised Plan of Exploration

7 Presently the BLM is seeking to approve this expioration based on an EA finding of No
Signifizant Impact. This just doesn't fly. Clearly all of the impacts cannot be mitigated
below significance.

Example: The miles of roads is unstated, butdepending on width of roads, 100 acras
could rneans as many as 50 miles of roads. Even one road alters the drainage of the
mountain. Water follows the road and the mountainside below the road is significantly
dewatered. The work of Dr. William Sleslinger on arid land drainage patterns fully
dermonstrates the significance of roads in changes to arid land vegetation.

7 Clearly a full EIS is required.

The EA is piecernealing the CEQA process which is a violation of CEQA. The exploration
Is intended to lead to a mine and cannot be separated from the mine. | call to your altention
the following court decision:

NRDC v. City of L.A., 2002 Cal. App. LEXIS 4888. The case involved

expansion of the Port of LA and segmentation of CEQA analysis. There are a

couple of quotes in.the opinion which are all too relevant today. The Court

quotes the Attorney General's amicus brief: )

"This case goes to the first principles of CEQA. The CEQA process is
intended to be a careful examination, fully open to the public, of the
environmental consequences of a given project, covering the entire project,
from start to finish. This examination is intended to provide the fullest
information reasonably available upon which the decisionmakers and the
public they serve can rely in determining whether or not to start the
project at all, not merely to decide whether to finishit. The EIR is
intended to furnish both the road map and the environmental price tag for a
project, so that the decision maker and the. public both know,_before the_
journey begins, just where the journey will lead, and how much they — and
the env:ronment — will have to give up in order to take that journey...

Here, tre Port and the City have reduced CEQA to a process whose result will
be iargely to generate paper, to produce an EIR that describes a journey
whose clestination is already pradetermined and contractually committed to
before the public has any chance to see either the road map or the full

price tag."

7 This is an official comment of the Sierra Club. The comments of Tom Budlong
and Stax Haye are, by reference, incorporated this letter.

Sincerely,

Charr
Sierra Club Desert Committee
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RE. {fc wsed £nvironmental Assessment for the Cecil R. ~ Jackson Exploration Plan of

Opera.uon by the CR Briggs Corporation

After ch{et‘uﬁy rewcwmg the Revised Environmental Assessment ” for the Cecil R. —
Jackson Esplovgtion of Operation by the CR Briggs Corporation, the Timbisha
Shoshane Thbg ;wﬂaﬁ'udn that an Environmental Impact Statement (E (EIS) be
preparcd. for #he project. The cxplptatory. drilling apparently will cause a number of

sl gmﬁtant unqacas which can’t be reduced By, the propased mitigations: cumulative
rﬂipacts impagts:to Native Am:manv{/alues p&;:blé Visual Impacts, and controversy
over the proJ?ct £S5 leltemﬁn individuals and ofgan igations, most of which addressed
serious conc@mwabﬁut ! piéct). This parﬂcd!arhplomury drilling projectisa
major profect in itself, even if a does M@oﬁr Because this project in

itself wifl cause significant imﬁactt _ 4mh,,ﬁqnd EIS should be the desired
document for all concemcd. *‘ﬁ#

R PTICEIREN, 5

Mbisha Sheﬁmnc Tn

mﬁ'} nds thet aELM an:haculng;sl perform (at the

‘ve:)' It;_ast 'Bpot‘chdrrkmomtﬁnng with a: T‘hnbx_shaShqshbnc monitor during ground
 disturbing dctivities.- This- is@spetially impotant sjx c€ the Tribe was never informed

about ‘the-archacological survey cOﬂdﬂthd?by BLM’'s censultants until afier the survey
was completed; If cultural resourees are discoyéred dunng gruund disturbing dctivities
avhen a BI.M an..har.oldﬁst and Timbisha Shoshane 1 ‘€ .noL present, then the

Timbisha Shoshone Tribe should be metadmtcly notifitd LM after it has received

this mfhmmc;ap,jqong,'%ﬂgggs «Répresentatives of thc"I‘;mh:sha Stigsiione Tribe will
assist BLM in cva]tiallng the cultural resources. B s

Post Office Box 206 = Death Valley, California - 9$2328-0206 - PH: (760) 786-2374 - FAX: (760) 786-2376
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(2 Helicopter Supported Drilling (pp. 11-12)

‘This new alterative needs to be more clearly described. The contrast between this

alternative and the proposed action is skctchy. An EIS would clarify the differences,
including costs.

(3) 3.8 Cultural Resources (p. 16)

It is assumed that the Timbisha Shoshone Tribe will receive the full report, Historic

Mines of the Southern Panamints: A Cultural Resources Inventory of the Cecil R. -
Jackson Exploration Project, by Jerry Schaefer and Collin O'Neill, ASM Affiliatcs,
Inc., after Consultation and Heritage Date Transfer Agrecments are signed by the Tribe
and the BLM. Until that time, it is impossible to fully comment upon the report.
However one glaring error was noticed: ASM Affiliates did not consider the project i
area to be part of the Timbisha Shoshone Homeland. A Timbisha Shoshone/Kawaiisu T

boundary just north of Ballarat (derived from Steward) should not be interpreted as if it
was a present day nation-state boundary.

‘4.9 Native American Values (p. 24)

“...other locations for the activity” may not be an appropriate mitigation of exploratory

drilling for a future gold mine.

Cultural Preservation Area in relation to the Project area should still be included. The ____L”
map of this area in the Timbisha Shoshone Homeland LEIS is a very small scale map
which does not show any detail. The BLM Ridgecrest Office has this map on file, and a

map depicting the project area and the Timbisha Natural and Cultural Preservation Area
can easily be created using GIS.

The Panamint Range is sacred to the Timbisha people, and exploratory drilling and the

road building which goes with it are significant impacts. The BLM’s proposed
mitigations for the project have not reduced this impact to a less than significant level.

'4.10 Visual Resources (p. 25)

Visual simulations are still needed in order to prove the point that driil roads would not :[ i é

be visible in any of the views, Scarring of the land is a significant impact, and the BLM
should provide more evidence to prove that these roads will not harm visual resources.

'4.15 Cumulative Impacts (pp. 27-30)

“The proposed project will have significant cumulative impacts which cannot be

mitigated, such as impacts on Cultural Resources (pp. 28-29), Native American Values
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(p. 29), and provides for the po.r.ﬂb:hty of future mine development. These are all
significant cumulative impacts .

Thank you for the Opporunity to comment on the Revised Environmental Assessment.

B Web..,
Bill Helmer
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

Timbisha Shoshone Tribe
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* Randy Porter

Hector Villalobos
BLM Ridgecrest

300 S Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

‘Re: Revised Cecil R / Jackson Exploration EA
‘Dear Hector and Randy,

It is time to be direct.

‘Both the EA and the revised EA are written to enable a FONSI conclusion by downplay-

ing or avoiding impact considerations.
* Cumulative impact considerations are inadequately analyzed.

* Strong sentiment in the comment letters for an EIR/EIS (42% of the comment let-
ters) is ignored.

* Visual impact considerations are downplayed.
" Many NEPA requirements are ignored.

"= Helicopter alternative has been added, and ‘uphill’ slant drilling is mentioned. No
other alternatives are mentioned.

" The tremendous long-term value of an undamaged Panamint Range escarpment is
completely omitted.

ate decisions.

The revised EA is certainly an improvement in several areas, and addresses many of the

concerns in the response letters. This letter is an analysis of the inadequacies of the re-
vised EA

“To avoid repeating what I have said in previous letters to you concerning the exploration,

please consider them as part of this letter

‘Note: For brevity, I often use CAU, Canyon Resources Corp’s stock symbol, to refer to

that company.
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1) Cumulative Impact

This section of this response letter details why the cumulative impact analysis in the Re-
vised EA is insufficient. For emphasis, [ will start with the conclusion (which also ap-
pears at the end of this section):
Conclusion: TbeBthmamxponsibility and obligation to understand and
disdoxth_ecmmlaive_impaanssocimdwilhgnymkm' iments in

2) The Revised EA Ignores Canyon Resources Corp’s Intent

The revised EA addresses cumulative impact by including the cumulative impact analysis
from the final EIR/EIS for the current Briggs project. This is inzdequate, since it does not
consider reality.

Reality is that the proposed exploration is one small part of a much larger, contiming ef-
fort by Canyon Resources to mine the Panamints, This effort:

* started with the exploration and development of the current CR Briggs mine
* 1s proposed to continue with the action that is currently being proposed

* isintended to continue to the north of Ballarat up to the Surprise Canyon Wilder-
ness boundary

This intention is made abundantly clear in the following quote from Canyon Re-
source’s website' (emphasis added):

The Company holds 14,000 acres of minin g claims in the Panamint Range of
snnhmeaﬁmmnadjwmltotheopcmﬁngBﬁg@goldmine. At least
sixgoldooammceson!hisdaimblodcbavemineablegoldmotgold
mineralization encountered in drillholes. Cnyu-phnslnaymmaticdly cx-
plore the eatire dlaim bhwkwithlheobjecﬁvedlhcdcvclnpnutd‘wv-
eral mines on the Pamamint Range Property.

As a minimum, Canyon intends to explore. Their goal and interest is to mine.
The same website includes a map of their area of interest:

L hitp;//wyw canyonresources. com/
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For context, here is the CAU area of interest and their exploration/mining targets (taken
ﬁnmﬂnmm,m)lmmpoadmahrgumofﬂnm
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The reviged EA states®:
‘...thmmnoknownplamfors:medcvuopmomofgoldnﬁningu 12
exploration in the southern Panamint Range or Panamint Valley ares '

This is incorrect. The BLM does know.

* My Aug 1, 2002 letter, reproduced in the revised EA as comment letter 28, in-
cludes the above quote from the Canyon Resources website.

* Comment Response #10 indicates that the BLM knows of CAU’s future Panamint
plans:

The ‘future Panamint range developments’ are not detailed - they may refer only 1o this
project, or may have wider scope. These mining company documents are not part of the
EA, so it is impossible to comment on them.

Compare the above statement to the CAU website statement:

BLM Revised EA Impact Analysis - Canyon Resources Website
-..there are no known plans for substantive do- .-.Objective of the development of several
there are no known for ... on plans to i

The contradictions glare,
We must believe Canyon Resources Corp’s stated intents. They want to explore and mine

the Panamints. The cumulative impact of their intent must be considered, whether for-
mally stated to the BLM or not.

Serial proposal of individual mining projects in Canyon Resources’ area of interest in the
Panamints may be reasonable from a business development sense. Serial consideration of
the impacts is not reasonable when considering cumulative impact. Ignoring their intent
could easily result in the series of explorations and mines they talk of, but without a prior
cumulative impact analysis. This would be in direct violation of the intent of requiring
cumulative impact analysis.

Serial exploration and mining proposals, and hence serial impact analysis, would be a
convenient way to avoid cumulative impact analysis. There is no evidence that this is
happening here. But serial proposals would be to CAU’s interest since a cumulative im-
pact analysis would probably show significant impact — disclosures & mining company
would like to avoid. Suspicions and accusations that CAU is using this technique would
be eliminated by performing a cumulative impact analysis on CAU’s stated intentions.
b) Comment response 10

This response is revealing in its attempt to avoid doing a comprehensive cumulative im-
pact analysis. The response contains no arguments in favor. Can the issue be that one-

2 Appendix 4, page 5-22 of the final EIS/EIR for the Briggs project, para 1.




Nov 19 02 11:48p
: t1g 107 4UVZ US048 KAX 7603845499

Conrad Parrish

'303-6870-878S
RIDGECREST FO

THOMAS S. BUDLONG

3216 MANDEVILLE CANYON ROAD
LOs ANGELES, CA 90049-1016

sided? The response makes me think the BLM views its responsibility as permitting the
exploration, rather than to the public to analyze impact.

The first paragraph of comment response 10 gives three reasons against cumulative

@012

impact analysis :
BLM Reason
1) There are long odds Canyon Resources doesn’t think so. They have good
against a new mine de- indications from past drilling, and they are willing to
velopment _spend scarce resources on this exploration.
2) The known and un- The number of mine types is limited — open pit, and un-
knowable nature of any  derground. Certainly BLM, with its experience with
mine proposal that might mining and exploration®, can make reasonable assump-
arise out of the explora-  tions about possible mines, and do analysis based on
tion those reasonable assumptions.
3) NEPA does not re- Canyon Resources intents are clearly stated — they are
quire that the BLM not speculative. (If speculation were not allowed, then
speculate about future the revised EA’s imprecise plans toward road length and
events. road and drill bole locations would not be acceptable to

the BLM.)

The secoud paragraph of Response 10 (the paragraph starts with ‘(1)’):

After some explanation, the
olds against finding a mine
are stated at something like
100:1 (of course, meant to be
an indication of order of
magnitude, not exact.)

CAU has good indications from previous drilling.
They have an operating mine ‘down the street’, with
similar geology. CAU is not financially strong — it’s
doubtful they can risk playing the odds — explore in
100 places to find one mine. In this instance, the
odds are indeed very good that a mine will result.

... careful reading of the
mining company documents
... no assurance of finding a
mine...

Perhaps the BLM has unpublished mining company
documents (I presume ‘mining company’ refers to
CAU) that are not available to others, My source is
CAU’s website. Their language is unmistakable —
they will explore. Their intent after exploration is to
mine.

*No assurance” is not a reason. Of course there is
‘no assurance’. If assurance were a prerequisite, then
the EA should not be written since there is even no

“assurance that CAU would proceed with the pro-

posed exploration if permitted—it’s conceivable
they would pack up and go home for some reason.

3 Revised EA, p.7, Section 1.4.

us
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" The third paragraph of Response 10 (the paragraph starts with ‘(2))":

[@o13

“There is no way to predict
even the most fundamental
properties of a mine that might
result from this project.”

“... any attempted analysis
would be meaningless.”

The most fundamental properties certainly can be
estimated with some confidence. BLM’s stated
knowledge in the area can be used to make reason-
able estimates. Mining is not that mysterious —
there are not so many possibilitics as to make
analysis impossible or worthless. This is not rocket
science. Analysis is feasible. The BLM should de-
cide to put their mind to it.

The fourth paragraph of Response 10 (the paragraph starts with *(3))’:

“... any analysis [of a possible
mine]. .. would be purely
speculative. NEPA does not
require speculative events be
analyzed.

Canyon Resources intents are not speculative.
They are clearly stated on their website.

IfNEPA indeed forbids analysis of speculative
events, then the speculative nature of the explora-
tion proposal — it does not state where the explora-
tion roads will be, or the number of drill holes —
should be unacceptable, and these locations should
be specified before an EA could be created.

I can understand that doing a comprehensive cumulative impact malysi§ might be diffi-
cult. But difficult is insufficient excuse. BLM is not mandated to only easy tasks. Cer-
tainly BLM has the talent to either do, or hire done, a proper analysis.

Conclusion: The BLM hes a responsibility and obligation to understand and disclose the
cumulative impact associated with Canyon Resources’ intents in the Panamints. To do
this, the BLM must investigate Canyon Resources’ overall plans with respect to their
Panamint claims. Unless this is done, BLM cannot claim to have analyzed and under-
stood the associated cumulative impact. The 1-1/2 page insert from the original EIS/EIR,
written perhaps before Canyon Resources intents could be known, is insufficient for this
project and what potentially comes after.
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*2) Visual Impact

Visual impact is entirely concerned with the roads to be bulldozed into the side of the
Panarnints to make and access drill pads.

The revised EA, page 25, section 4.10.2, Impacts, states:
... it is likely that the drill roads would not be visible in the distal view.
The revised EA has the following, in support of this statement:

Revised EA Reality

They are relatively small Even should the roads be considered relatively small,
features that would not be  they are created by bulldozers and are concentrated.
highly visible from large They will be visible, certainly from the Trona-
distances. Wildrose Road, considered to be the distant view.*

It is not expected that the A bulldozed road, reclaimed by recontouring, cannot
new roads would change help but change the texturc and add new lines. Look at
the texture or add new lines the picture, below, of the single reclaimed Conglomer-
tc the view. ate Mesa road.

It is not expected that the Given the concentration of roads and the steep, highly

new roads would dominate  visible slope, the road scars will be very noticeable.

the view. The scarred area will draw your eye. Would you claim
a paint blot on an otherwise undamaged photograph is
msignificant because it is relatively small?

While the EA does identify some impact:

...Change in soil color would remain.

...roads on the steep face would be lighter in color. ..

Impacts ... would be reduced but not eliminated by reclamation.

Given BLM’s stated experience in mining and mine road reclamation, the BLM should
be able to provide specific evidence to support these statements. Responsxbnllty to the
public nnd to public lands demands a more anatytical approach than an ‘it is likely’
statement with questionable support.

In fact, the statement is almost certainly incorrect— it is certain that the roads would be
visible from a distance. The quote from the EA cannot be justified. It is just plain wrong.
a) The: exploration can create perhaps 40 miles’ of roads in this 3000 acre (a little less

than S square miles) area. To visualize and quantify this, consider:

» Papamint Springs to Stovepipe Wells is about 30 miles. Imagine more than
this squeezed into the 3000 acre project area.

»  That’s a high density of roads. It’s presumed the roads will not be evenly dis-
tributed over the 3000 acres. Using the 40 mile figure, and assuming half the
arca will be explored, the road density comes to approximately 17 miles of
road per square mile. I measured a section of Santa Monica from the Thomas

7‘RevischA, p.17, section 4.10.
’ See Appendix A for the road length analysis.

@o1s

.15
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Guide - it came out to 21 miles of street per square mile. Even considering
that other Los Angeles areas may be more dense, this exploration approaches
city street density.

®* Much of the exploration road is on steep slopes, giving the comparison with
city street density and highway even more impact.

b) The road lengths and locations, and the drill pad numbers and locations, are not de-
fined — they are to be determined as exploration proceeds®. Without this knowledge
there can be no confidence in an ‘it is likely’ statement that the visual impact would
be insignificant.

c)Afewyearsagoe:q)lomtionroadsanddﬁllpadsw«ebulldoz:edintotheConglom-
erate Mesa area in the southern Inyo Mountains, approx 40 miles northwest of pro-
jeamThemadswmmdaimedinnppmﬂmatelyDeoemberofzooobypmﬁng
the cast-aside material back onto the roadbed to return the original contour.

The Conglomerate Mesa area is higher and not as dry, being closer to the Sierras —
vegetation recovers faster than in the Panamints. Here is a recent (Oct 2002) picture

of the reclaimed road across the slope of a butte. The reclaimed road is clearly visi-
ble from a distance.

A e

The slopes at this location are comparable to the project area. The topo quad at the
locationoftheroadinthepictureshowsaslopeofabwt26°.Imeamredslopes

ﬁ'omthetopoquadintheprojectamof25-37°atthesteepereastemedge, and 16-
20° near the Cecil R location.

d). The next photo is an aerial view of CAU’s exploration roads at the current Briggs
mine, before the mine was constructed. It’s on one of the walls of the BLM Ridge-
crest office. These are roads virtually identical to the proposed roads, in terrain vir-
tually identical to the proposed exploration area. It is impossible to imagine that
these roads, when reclaimed, would not be visible from a distance. They are just too
much disturbance to be hidden by recontouring.

‘Amuﬁx&dnmwhnyhmﬂyﬁgwﬂnmiud&whhmmﬂﬂswm
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THOMAS S. BUDLONG
3216 MANDEVILLE CANYON ROAD
Los ANGELES, CA 90049-1016

It strains credulity to insist that “it is likely that the drill roads would not be visible in the
distal view.”, considering:
= The potentially 40 miles of roads will be concentrated — not evenly distributed
over the 3000 acre tract.
® Many of the roads will be on extremely steep slopes, increasing their visibility.
* The Conglomerate Mesa example shows reclaimed roads on steep slopes are visi-
ble from a distance. _
* The Nostradamus area in the northwest corer of the project area is steep and is
expected to be heavily explored. It’s a little more than four miles from the Trona-

Wildrose road, stated on page 17 of the revised EA to be the definition of ‘distal’.
In clear-air desert areas four miles feels like an arm’s length.

10



Nov_}S

02 11:50p Conrad Parrish
TUmvMA VOLGD TAA (DUSE454Y8 RIDGECREST Fo

'303-670-8785

THOMAS S. BUDLONG
3216 MANDEVILLE CANYON RoAD
Los ANGELES, CA 90049-1016

3) Inadequate Information in the EA

b) Response to Comment 10 has the following:
A careful reading of the miningoompanydocumenlsdismssingthcfutme
Panamﬂnmngedevgqmeqtsmvmlslmgua\geﬂmmakmigcmghxﬂneis

If these documents are not part of the EA, then full comment on the EA is impossible. Is
the BLM basing their analysis on documents that are not available to the public?

~ 4) Alternatives

certain that this alternative wil] be rejected.

Also mentioned as an alternative, and rejected, is ‘uphill’ slant drilling — there is no
known technology for this.

What is not mentioned, and therefore not coasidered is:

* ‘downhill’ slant drilling — multiple non-vertical drill holes from a single pad.
® the possibility of using drilling equipment that does not need a flat pad.
Perhaps my lack of expertise as 3 mining engineer shows — are these real techniques? But

7’szisedEA,page7.sectionl_4, 1" pamgraph.

11
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§) The Appropriateness of an EA
Review the magnitude of this proposed action
®* 30 to 50 miles of roads bulldozed into a 3000 acre tract
» yoad density approaching city street density
® roads and pads constructed on slopes up to approximately 35-degrees
® roads constructed nearly 3000 feet above the valley floor.
Now compare this to recent EAs from the BLM Ridgecrest office:
* Palcontology research in the El Pasos — disturbing a small amount of soil.
= Guzzler repair involving reworking 2-3 miles of old road for access in wilderness.
®=  Wild horse and burro collection.
* A transmission line across BLM land for wind generated electricity.
® Cleanup at Great Falls Basin.
* Fences in the Argus to keep burros from springs.
* Permitting Sea & Summit descent of Craig and Keynot canyons in the Inyos.
* Fence construction to control vehicle trespass into the Kaivah wilderness.
&  Tamarisk and Halogeton control.
= Replacement of a windmill with a solar-powered pump.

The actions described in these typical EAs are trivial compared to the exploration roads
of the proposed action. Comparing the magnitude of disturbance to public lands of these
EAs to the exploration EA puts the exploration project in perspective. It makes it more
than clear that an EA is not an appropriate document for this project.

" The EA does mention that BLM Ridgecrest has written six EAs concerning mining and
mining exploration. Without seeing these EAs, it’s impossible to judge if they do or do
not deal with projects of this magnitude, or have the same flaws as the current EA

" One can only conclude that an EA is inappropriate for this project. There 1s just too much
tmpact to be described in an EA. Only a detailed, well prepared EIS can adequately and
confidently describe the impact.

12
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6) Request for an EIS/EIR.

Twenty two letters responding to the original EA asked for an EIS/EIR to fully describe T
the preject®. Considering that 3 of the 55 response letters (15, 21, 22) are not comments,
then 42% of the comment letters think an EIS/EIR is in order. This concem is obviously
important to the commenters. -

U‘\‘

In the revised EA, these requests are marked on the letters with a ‘Comment 10’

The response to Comment 10 deals only with cumulative impact. It is silent with respect Iu‘(
to an EIS/EIR. The BLM has ignored this request.

1 realize an EIS/EIR is a more substantial undertaking than the EA. For a project of this
magpitude, the BLM’s obligation for full analysis cannot be suppressed in the interest of

expediency. The high degree of public concern makes full disclosure even more impera-
tive.

¥ Letters 12,13.16,17,18,19,20,24,25,27,31,32,34,35,38,40,45,47 48 49,52,55.

13




Nov 19 02 11:51p Conrad Parrish
1av 10/ &UVE UGIDY FAX THU3IBA5499 RIDGECREST FO

THOMAS S. BUDLONG

'303-670-8785

3216 MANDEVILLE CANYON ROAD
Los ANGELES, CA 90049-1016

T)NEPA
NEPA must be followed. Its provisions are the guide. The revised EA is in violation:
NEPA Section NEPA text Comment
Tite 1, () (1) ... trustee of the environment for  Long term effects are not considered, and the of-
Section 101 succeeding generations fects will be long teymn
®) (2) ...assure.. .¢sthetically and cultr- 40 miles of road on steep slopes, reclaimed and
ally pieasing surroundings not restored, is not pleasing.
(b) (3) attain the widest range of beacfi-  The beneficial use is anything bat wide. It is ex-
cial uses of the environment. . tremely namrow.

(b) (4) preserve important ... natural as-  The road construction destroys, not prescrves.

pects of our national heritagc

(b) ($) achieve a balance between popula- The ‘wide sharing’ is the problem. The benefits of
tion and resource use which will  the exploration are to a very small group. The
permit high standards of living and costs are to a laxge group, especially considening
a wide sharing of life's amenities  that the group will grow in sacceeding gencra-

tions, for as tong as the impacts exist,

_Titde 1, (B) ...insure that presently unguanti- The Panamint Range as a valuable visual and rec-

Soction 102 _fied environmental amenities and  reational resource is unrecognized. These values
values may be given appropriate  are not given considexation anywhere in the analy-
consideration. .. sis. This is a huge, almost inexcusable omission.

~ 'The 40 CER Part 1508 rcgulations are the specifics that implcment NEPA:

“@o20

Section 1508 text Commeat
1508.27 Definition of Context and intensity are to be

‘signxﬁ' cant’ considered.

(a) Context ...significance of an action mustbe  In this pristine and lonely region 40
analyzed in several contexts such  miles of exploration roads can only be
as society as a whole (human, na-  classed as significant. In combination
tional), the affecied region, the with the current Briggs mine, 1/3 of
affected interests, and the locality.  length of the Panamint escarpment

between Goler Wash and the Surprise
Canyon Wildemess boundary is af-
fected. No one can conceive this as
inciemificant!

Both short- and long-term effects
arc relevant.

This is a basic problem. The effects of
the exploration are long torm. It will
be a long time - lnmdreds of years,
before the road scars are no loager
significant,

() Intensity 3 Uaique characteristics of the geo-  It’s right next to Death Valley Na-
graphic area such as proximity {0 tional Park and two BLM Wilderncss
. wﬂdandscemcnvels Surprise Canyon is being considered

for Wil and Scenic River status.

14
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Section 1362 text Coamment
4 ... highly controversial .. Fifty one respondents answered a
small call of 135 That's a big re-
spounse. Most letters were critical. Fa-
cetiously ane could say the proposal
isn’t controversial it's almost univer-
sally oppased.

6  The degree to which the action Without a doubt, if this exploration is
may establish a precedent for fi- peronttod, fiture explomtions will
ture actions with siguificant effects reference (tier is the word used, I be-
or represents a decision in princi-  licve) this EA as justification for per-
ple about a future consideration mitting.

B The degree to which the action ... The EA clearly declares the area as
may cause loss or destruction of significant to the Timbisha, the his-
signmficant ... cyltural, .. re- toric inhabitants of the arca. I see dis~
Sources turbing words on page 24: ...no miti-

animals get more attenhion than Sho-
psychologicat pain.
8) Night Work

1 think this is an error of omission. Page 27 of the revised EA says that night work will
uot be allowed. This does not appear in the list of mitigation measures in the front of
the revised EA.

T appreciate the opportunity to comment on the revised EA. and the 30 day time period
granted

Respectfully,
o |
Tom Budlong
3216 Mandevilte Cyn Rd
Los Angeles, CA, 90049

310-47¢~-1731
TomBudlong@Adelphia.net

15
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Appendix A
’ Exploration Road Length

One Hundred Acre Disturbance Analysis

The Maximum Allowed Disturbed Area is100 Acres
p8.2.1, ¥ para “._ affect up to 100 acres within a proposed area of approxi-
mately 3000 acres,” ‘
1.9, 3% para. “Within this 3000 acre area, CR Briggs proposes to disturb up
to 100 acres by exploration drilling ™

Both the original and revised EAs put the maximum disturbance at 100 acres. After re-
lease of the original EA I was provided with a map of proposed roads. Measurement on
this map showed some 22 miles of roads. Maps of the revised EA show only the old,
existing exploration roads, and the '22-mile’ map I saw was not included. Either the
"22-mile’ map was incorrect or plans bave changed since I got it. The resultant curent
situation is that disturbance up to 100 acres is allowed.

How many miles of exploration road is 100 Acres?
This can be answered by considering:
* Exploration road width
= Area disturbed by drill pads
Exploration Road Width
This presumes that CR Briggs and the BLM will consider the entire vehicle path width,
not just the footprint width of vehicle tires.
Comment Response #2 width is 10-12 feet in the lower flatter areas
‘considerably wider’ in the steep slope areas.
Revised EA p.9, 58 para. .. minimum safe width for travel (approximately 12
feet)
Road width is not defined absolutely. This analysis considers roads up to 15 feet w%de.
Roads on slopes disturb wider than the road width — the material cut is cast to the snd.e,
some of it being used for roadbed, some of it becoming unusable slope. The calculation
assumes a disturbance width 50% wider than the road width.
Area disturbed by drill pads
A single drill pad uses approximately .038 acres:
p8,Sec2.1,2¥  Adrill pad is ‘about 20 feet wide by 50-60 feet long.’
para. Use 20 x 1.5 = 30" for the width of the disturbed area.
30 x 50 = 1500 sq.ft. = .034 acre '
30 x 60 = 1800 sq.ft. = 041 acre
use 0.038 acre for calculations.

16
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The number of drill pads is unknown:
p.10, 2* para. “Actual drill road locations would be determined in the
field. ..

Cecil R Area
Phase CR1: “... drilling approximately 25 holes.” (Fig 3 shows exactly
p.10, last para 25 holes)
- “..number of holes in this phase is unknown and would de-
pend on continued success.”

Phase CR3: “Phase CR3 of the drilling program would be eatirely de-
p. 11, 1st para  pendent on success of phase CR2 ... extent of road construc-
tion would be dependent on the extent of infill and step out

drilling.”
Jackson Area
o “... imitial 12 hole program.” “The number of holes could
vary.” .
Phase J1 holes are shown on Fig 4.” (6 new holes and many
existing holes are shown on this map.)
Phase J2: "“If phase J1 is successful, phase J2 would be initiated.”
p.11, 2% para Nothing is said about the rumber of holes.
Phase J3: “Phase J3 would be entirely dependent on the success of

p.11,2* para  Pphase J2...”. Nothirig is said about the number of boles.
Nostradamus Area Nostradamus drilling is not described in the revised EA.

Phase 4 “Phase 4 of the program could include drilling in other target
p.11, 3rd para areas, away from the two immediate targets.” Nothing is said
about the number of holes.
(Al} page references are to the Revised EA.)
Miles of Road

Pick a number from the following table, depending on the number of drill pads and the
width of the bulldozed roads you think will happen.

Pad acres  prega feft Miles of road, assuming:
No. of Drilt @ for roads,
Pads .038 ac/pad acres 0ftwide 12fiwade 15 ft wide
100 38 96.2 629 4.1 353
200 76 924 50.8 24 339
500 19.0 81.0 446 FT ] 2.7

Note: 43,560 sq ft facre. 5,280 ft./mile.  Distarbed width = 1.5 x road, pad width.

17
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Mr. Randy Porter Oept./Agency

Bureau of Land Management 53 " Moo 254 - SYIO
idgecres e lce o] ‘bqﬁ qz 3 Fau ¢ e "

300 Souta Richmond Road - L 3&0/‘53%1\‘1‘1‘9

Ridgecrest, CA 93555 NSN 754D-01-317-7368 6099_101 GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Rporter®ca.blm.gov

RE: Cecil R/Jackson Revised EA Comments --
FULL EIS REQUESTED, EA INSUFFICIENT

Dear Mr. DPorter:

Thank ycu for the opportunity to review and comment on the revised
Environrental Assessment (ZA) CA-650-2002-082 for the Cecil R/Jackson
proposed expleration. Thank you also for revising the original EA.
Ucfortunately we still find that CWC's concerns and those of many
other citizens and organisations regarding significant environmental
impacts have not been adeguately addressed in the revised EA.

Tre California Wilderness Coalition represents close to 3,000
irdividual members and 200 conservation groups and businesses with
tle shared goal of preserving California's remaining wilderness
quality lands, both to protect California‘'s native ecosystems and to
preserve wilderness recreation opportunities for future generations.
CWC's concerns are shared by Courtney Cuff of the National Parks
Conservation Asscciation and she joins us in these comments. CWC
also agrees with, and incorporates herein by reference, comments
prepared by the National Park Service, and by Great Basin Mine Watch.

The proposed mineral exploration by Canyon Resources (CR) would have
severe impacts on approximately 3,000 acres of BLM wilderness-guality
lands in the Panamint Range, as well as significant impacts on
Designa:zed wWilderness Areas both on BLM lands and witnin Death Valley
National Park. These effects are not analyzed in the revised EA but
instead are dismissed broadly -

BLM states tiaat “"There are not expected to be any cumulative impacts
to wilderness under any of the alternatives" (EA, p. 29). CWC
strongly disagrees. CWC also objects to the EA's failure to
adequately analyze a number of non-wilderness impacts from the
proposal which threaten environmental harm to the area and its
hydrology and wildlife.

Impacts on Existing Wilderness Areas

Edge effect would diminish habitats for species in Wilderness. While
the CDFA requires "no buffer zones" where activities heard or seen
from wilderness can be deemed to impact wilderness values, it also
requires BLM generally to manage wilderness to maintain wilderness
vaiues. These values explicitly include ecological values; for
example, wilderness is defined as a place "where the earth and ics
community of life are untrammeled by man" (1964 Wilderness Act Sec.
2(c)).

The buffer zone language applies to recreational values ("seen or
heard" by people), but it does not apply to activities that impact
ecolog:cal values within designated Wilderness. 1In fact, significant
impacts outside Wilderness can harm ecological resources within
Wilderness and be unacceptable for that reason. (For example,
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hydrologists found that the proposed Cadiz water pumping project
could imoact natural springs and seeps within designated Wilderness
Areas, harming wildlife and natural hydrological processes in
Wilderness. This is one reason elected officials opposed the project
and the vetropolitan Water District turned it down.) This type of
impact is not subject to "buffer zone" language and may preclude a
proposed BLM action from going forward if it is deemed to harm
wilderness values in violation of CDPA, the Wilderness Act, the CDCA
plan, and other applicable wilderness management guidance.

Based on tne objections of the National Park Service and other
organizations, CWC believes that the proposed action will have a
significant negative impact on bighorn sheep in the Panamint Range
which reside partly in designated Wilderness Areas on both BLM lands
{vanly Feak and Surprise Canyon) and Death Valley National Park
lands, Ly diminishing their habitat and introducing new stresses that
will contribute to the decline of the species. The National Park
Service has specifically stated this concern. The EA fails to
analyze this effect on a major Wilderness resocurce - wildlife - and
is inadequate for this reason.

Fragmentation of PLM lands would degrade Wilderness ecosystems. By
introducing more development into the Panamint Range which is
jrcompat.ible with conservation of habitat values and natural
ecosystcms, BLM would be fragmenting a contiguous wild area that is
current’y well connected. At present, wildlife and plant genetic
material may move freely between the project area and Wilderness
Areas, biolagically linking BLM and Park Wilderness to one another,
to surrounding habitat, and to the Panamint Valley.

However. the proposed action would cause a major disturbance of
wildlife habitat across a large vertical gradient, potentially
thousands of feet up the mountainside, cutting off natural lines of
migration for wildlife and plant genetic material, fragmenting plant
populations, and likely introducing invasive plants that will further
degrade the project area's ecological integrity. The reasonably
foreseeable development of a new mine would have an even greater
impact. These impacts, while centered on the project area, could
have profound effects on the ecological integrity of Wilderness -
because ecosystems function fully only when their connectivity is
preservad. Despite the obvious potential for ecosystem
fragmentation affecting Wilderness values, the EA provides no mention
or asgessment of this potential significant impactc. For this reason
the EA is insufficient.

Impacts on Potential Wilderness Areas

Proposed actjon would disqualify potential wildermess for 2004
Wilderness Suitability Assessment and Congressional consideration.
Much of the proposed project area is potential wilderness - roadless,
wild and surrounded by designated Wilderness Areas. Much of the area
was identified by BLM as wilderness-quality land prior to the 1994
California Desert Protection Act. The proposed action would
permanently scar and disqualify this area from potential wilderness
designstion, by constructing an estimated 20-50 miles of new roads
spread over an area of 3,000 acres.

£s noted in the EA at p. 6, Congress in the 1994 CDPA released the
project area for mineral exploration while also recognizing that if
the area is not developed, future Congresses may want to reconsider
it for wilderness designation. The EA notes correctly that the CDPA
Sec. 106 reguires BLM to perfoim a new wilderness suitability study

igo02
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and report its findirngs to Congress -- in 2004. From Senator
Feinstein's explanation (Congressional Record, May S 19%94), it is
clear that the intent of Congress was that if this area had not
proven economically useful to CR after 10 years of opportunity, BLM
should reassess and Congress reconsider whether to permanently
protect the area as wilderness. BLM is required to deliver this
assessment to Congress no later than October 8, 2004 - less than two
years from now.

Despite this approaching deadline for reconsidering the area's
wilderness values, the EA contains no analysis of the project area's
suitability for wilderness, nor of the wilderness values that will be
foregone if the proposed action takes place. We believe the
permanen: disqualification of 3,000 acres of potential wilderness - _
which Coagress has specifically instructed be reassessed for 37
protectinn - is a significant environmental impact which the EA fails
to analyze or even mention. For this reason, the EA is insufficient.

Given tha current price of gold, and the costs of fully reclaming
open pit mines - a common-sense requirement which the state Mining
Board is considering new regulations to enforce -- it seems highly
unlikely that gold production in the project area will ultimately
prave economical. CWC recently learned that CR has been allowing
many of its mining claims in the northern portion of the “claim
block" area to. lapse, rather than pay the nominal fee to maintain
them as active claims. This too strongly suggests that much of the
area is uneconomical to mine even under existing regqulations, and
should indeed be reconsidered for Wilderness desigration.

In light of all these new developments, it seems doubly important -
that BLM should at least assess the environmental effects on é
potential wilderness lands, before allowing damaging exploration to
disqualify such lands in an area which may never be economical ta
mine, ard which Congress has specifically earmarked to recomsider for
permaner.. Wilderness protectiorn. The EA is insufficient for this
reason.

In addition, we would urge BLM to assess whether gold mining is -
economically feasible at all within the project area, before allowing g
any additional activities to proceed.

ilmpacts on Death valley National Park Resources

As noted by the National Park Service in their August 9 2002 letter,
the proposed action would have significant negative impacts on Death
valley Hational Park resources. We agree with these concerns and we
find that the EA fails to address them sufficiently. We restate them
here as additional reasons that the ER is insufficient.

1) Cumulative Impacts - Park managers believe the original Briggs

Mine EI3 and subseguent expansion EAs are insufficient, and should

not be incorporated by reference into the current EA for this reason. -
In the revised EA, BLM is piccemealing the environmental review for

Cx's in:-ended mine expansion by failing to address the potential

impacts of mining itself. It simply is not believable that —
"development of a mine is not considered a reasonably foreseeable
impact of exploration." Why would a company spend moaey to explore
if they did not seek to mine? Previous exploration nearby led to
the development of the Briggs Mine; surely BLNM can "reasonably
forosee" that new exploration could lead to a new mine in the project ]
area. The cumulative impacts of mining in the project area must be
assessed; for this reason the EA is insufficient. A full EIS should

—
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be prepared to amalyze the effects of new mine development in this "lsr
area before damaging exploration activities are approved.

2) Bighorn Sheep -- While BLM claims on D. 16 that a bighorn sheep
study showed no significant impact from the Briggs Mine, we note trat
the National Park Service, which co-sponsored that very study,
explicitly disagrees (letter of Rugust 3 2002); in fact Park managers
believe :he Briggs Mire has significant negative impacts on the
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bighorn, and that the proposed action also would significantly
degrade bighorn habitat and contribute to the bighorns' decline.
Despite this sharp disagreement over the results of the study and the
proposed action's threat to bighorrn, BLM has not acknowledged any -
controversy but has simply reiterated its interpretation that the fis
Briggs Mine had no significant impact on bighorn sheep. For this

reason the EA is insufficient,

3) Visual Intrusion - The proposed action would create a permanent
scar thoiasands of feet in elevational extent, a permanent visual
intrusioa for visitors entering the National Park from the west and
for drivers along the Trona Wildrose {Panamint Valley) road. The
west glope of the Panamints is the "back side" of the National Park;
most of the range is within the Park, and many visitors consider
Panamint views to be indistinguichable from Park views. Certainly a
new permanent scar thousands of feet high is a significant visual
impact to recreational users of both BLM lands and Park lands.

4) Exotic Plants - Roadbuilding and mineral exploration equipment
will disturb ground and will likely import invasive excotic plant 51{
species into the project area that will colonize disturbed ground.

Yet the EA still provides no assessment of this impact, nor does the ]
proposed action include the simple pressure washing of vehicles T
requested by the Park Service to protect native vegetation. In

additior, the reclamation activities proposed are limited to

broadecasting seed, rather than actually replanting native vegetation

- seed hroadcasting is notoriously ineffective in hot deserts, a -

waste of money that would feed rodents but fail to reestablish native . T
vegetation. Further, the EA fails to provide for a 10 year . ‘4 -7 ss
monitoring of nonnative vegetation as requested by the Park Service. (ael 1

Impacts on Panamint Valley Visual Resources

One of the Panamint Valley's most precious resource values is its
spectacular views, of a vast undeveloped valley flanked by dramatic
mountains. Though difficult to quantify, these views rank among the
highest valucs of the area to many CWC members and other
recreationists, who make long journeys from the cities in order to
enjoy in the Panamint Valley the profound sense of isolation,
solitude, and natural beauty unspoiled by development. Views like
these are increasingly rare in California and on BLM lands in
general, and should never be permanently impaired without an
extensive analysis of the visual costs and benefits of various
alternacives. This valley is one of the BLM's most spectacular
unspoilad viewsheds in California.

Tae proposed action, as noted above, would create a permanent scar of
roadcuts extending thousands of feet up the mountainside, visible
from many viewpoints in the valley. %This permanent visual intrusion
would not be erased by the reclamation proposed in the EA; the gteep
slopes will require wider-than-usual roadpeds and
more-expensive-than-usual reclamation which is not provided for in
the EA. Yet the EA fails to assess the permanent visual impact on 6>
visitors to BLM lands in the Panamint Valley - for this reason the EA -
is insufficient.

Additicnal Significant Environmental Impacts

CWC also concurs with comments prepared by Great Basin Mine Watch and
restates them briefly here as additional reasons the EA is
insufficient:
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o A full EIS is reguired to address the wide range of impacts
agsociated with mining.

o The proposed project violates environmental justice, destroying a
landscape sacred to the Timbisha Shoshone, who coppose the project.

o The EA's description of phases does not adequately describe the
project - a FONSI would be illegal because this EA does not even
describe or analyze the later phases of the proposed action.

o Phase 3 drilling represents drilling for the design of a mine and
should ke preceded by a full EIS.

o Figures 3 and 4 are misleading tc the public because they only show
Phase 1 of exploration - later phases would cause additional impacts
net shown.

o The reclamation plan is inadequate - more analysis is needed of
heavy rcadcuts, disposal of cut material, erosion and sedimentation
into drzinages, soil damage caused by large-tired off-road vehiclees,
and an :8-month lag time between cessation of exploration activity
and commencement of reclamation activity.

o The reclamation bond is inadequately described and insufficient -
roadcuts in steep areas will be inordinately expensive to reclaim,
and the TA also lacks cost agsessments for reclaiming existing drill
roads, sealing drill holes with bentonite, or monitoring the
reclamation for 10 years.

o The proposed mitigation is insufficient to protect groundwater
resources - the EA does not assess needs ox methods for preventing
cross-contamination of aquifer layers or protecting springs in the
area (no spring survey is included), nor does it asscss the depth of
drill holes which may encounter bedrock groundwater.

o The project would viclate air quality standards - this area is
already in non-attainment under the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards.

o The EA inadeguately analyzes visual impacts - massive roadcut scars
in the steep Jackson area will remain indefinitely without
substanzial reclamation, and the EA includes no photographic views of
the project site from various viewpoints such as the Trona or
Ballarat roads.

o BLM must require Canyon Resources toc hire an archaeologist and a
wildlife bioclogist to survey the area prior te disturbance.

We urge BLM to withdraw this revised EA and prepare a full EIS
analyzing all significant impacts of specific road locations, drill
locations, and potential mine locations and mining impacts, based on -
the known geology of the project area and the- known impacts of the f;’
similar, adjacent Brigges Mine - including all significant impacts on
designated Wilderness, potential wilderness, and National Park
resources.

If BLM persists in pursuing this revised EA, we urge BLM to adopt the
No Action alternative in order to protect the Panamint Valley's
world-class scenic and wilderness values from desgradation. Before
such ar. irrevocable decision is made, the public deserves a much more
complete study of the viability and true environmental costs of
extensive roadcutting and new open-pit cyanide leach heap mining on
these remarkable BLM lands.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment; please Keep us
apprised of all developments in this matter.

Sincerely,

"Xeith Hammond
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Communications Director
California Wilderness Coalition

Joined by:

Courtney Cuff
Regional Director
National Parks Conservation Association

Keith Hammond

Communications Director
Califorria Wilderness Coalition
2655 Portage Bay East, Suite 5
Davis, CA 95616

(530) -758-0380 x109 phone

{s30) -758-0382 fax
http://uww.calwild.org
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THOMAS S. BUDLONG
3216 MANDEVILLE CANYON ROAD
Los ANGEUSSj fA 90049-1016
Randy Porter November 13, 2002 o
Hector Vilialobos Re: Revised Cecil R / Jackson ExploratiorEA ;'a‘
BLM Ridgecrest , 2 8 %
300 S Richmond Road =S &\ S
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 S ER = om
Om oo
. A R Y
Dear Hector and Randy, '; = tm
o X
Comment Deadline P N 'f‘:
Pleas: accept this as my second letter commenting on the revised Briggs EA (oﬂicmllyn = 2
the EA for the Cecil R — Jackson Exploration Plan of Operation) 1ssued Oct 4 2002 My -
~first vomivent tetter was-dated-November 5; 2002, - ———=——"— -

Althcugh the BLM sct a comment deadline of November 8, BLM has also stated that
comments would be accopted up to November 18, in consideration of a 30 day comment
period following the October 18 notice that was mailed to those on your list who did not

respond to the original EA. This lettex is intended to meet the November 18 deadline. |
am sending it by email and regular mail.

Air Pollution

The revised EA does not sufficiently describe the PM10 emissions that will result from
the alternatives considered. Page 20, Para 4.1.2, states the proposed action will cause
PM10 emission. But the expected amount of PM10 emissions for the proposed action or
the belicopter alternative are not described. Nor docs the revised EA state that the PM10

emissions will be below California requirements. ‘ b

The 3809 regulations prohibit the BLM approval of a pmject that exceeds California
PMI10 standards. The problem is that the EA gives no indication that the PM10 emissions
will or will not be exceeded. The corollary to this is that the EA doesn’t quantify ex-
pectzd PM10 emissions. This is one more reason for doing an EIR/EIS. It is presumed

that an analysis of PM10 emissions would be part of an EIR/EIS, and could be used in
makmg a decision.

This is not a trivial issue. The revised EA, Pamgmph 3.1on page 13 talks of the generally
good air quality in the Panamint Valley, except for PM10 California standards. We must
not allow the proposed exploration to aggravate this situation. And, the situation is real —
belcw are photos of air pollution from the current Briggs operation. These are presented
not as and example of what will happen, since that has not been analyzed, but as an ex-
ample of what can happen from mining operations. These photos were not taken during
windstorms — the EA states (p.13) that windstorms cause excessive PMlO pollunon

PM10 emission should be analyzed for:

.. = the exploration activity

o
]

[
PO

the penod between end of explomhon and ‘start of reclnmauon (as much a: as 18
months)

the reclamation activity.



THOMAS S. BUDLONG
3216 MANDEVILLE CANYON ROAD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90049-1016

Air Pollution Photos
These were taken April 1, 2002. They show the kind of air pollution that can happen with
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THOMAS S. BUDLONG
3216 MANDEVILLE CANYON ROAD
Los ANGELES, CA 90049-1016

As usual, I appreciate the opportunity to comment.

310-476-1731 e
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303-670-8785
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November 12, 2002
'Mr. Randy Porter
Bureau of Land Management
300. S. Richmond Rd. :
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 Re: Proposed Briggs Minc exploration/expansion
‘Dear Mr.Porter:
It has come to my understanding that the Briggs Mine wants to explore and possibly
_expand its mining operations in the Panamints. ] am deeply concerned that this matter
may not have been examined in depth as it should be.
Exploration of the kind proposed can be very destructive to the otherwise pristine areas of
the Panamints. What this area does NOT NEED is another cyanide heap-leach mine, all
for a few potential ounces of gold.
I hear that the present EA fails to analyze the potential for environmental harm to this
area.
Please usc your office to protect this area from further degradation.
7 Sincerely,
1 d
. N. Swanson
Box 975 S
Zephyr Cove, NV 89448-0975 7 = =
= ~N N
(775) 588-5874 5 2 g
A = :,‘f:
32 = &&
Mmoo BT
) Le P
cc: Hector Villalobos L 2 =C
.',D >
- . ~: Y o
— Xz
LI

.14
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 November14,2002
. 2231Kelion Avemue " 0
. . Los Angeles; CA 90064

TR

i BT :

sed Cechl Ri/Fackson Bxploration

M Rindy Porter © -+ * 7 = 7 RéRevi
Bureau of Land Management R
300 S. Richmon_d Road .

Ridgecrest, CA 93555

E&:y

‘Dear Mr. Porter:

1 am writing a second comment on the revised Environmental Assessment which has
been published for the Cecil R. Jackson Exploration in the Panamint Valley several miles
north of the present Briggs mine. A first comment Jetter was dated October 24, 2002. 1
am submitting this letter by both post and by e-mail for your consideration.

I have recentl}; received a copy of a thesis prepared by Michael William Oehler for
partial fulfillment of the requirements for degree of Master of Science at the University of
Alaska, Fairbanks. The fifst half of this thesis deals specifically with the impact of the
prescnt Briggs mine upon bighorn sheep residemtnearby. I imdgine that. you have this
study available and that it was this study which you referenced in paragraph 3.7.1 on

. page ¥6.0f the revised EA. There it is asserted that “The study (not released) showed no

" significant impact from the mining operation,” I believe that this conclusion is not
supported by the thesis and wish to indicate a different inferpretation.

The abstract (page 13 of the thesis) states that “Size of home ranges, quality of forage,
composition of diet, relative abundance of carnivores, and proportions of young to adult
female did not differ between mined and none mined areas.” In these matters it appears
to be true that the effect of mining was negligible. There were, however, significant
differences in the foraging behavior of female sheep in the mined and unmined areas, and
the quality of the diet, as determined by. fecal analysis, also showed statistically -
significant differences. The results concerning foraging behavior on page 36 indicate that
sheep in the mined area spend a significantly smaller proportion of their time in foraging
as compared to sheep in the unmined area. Further, the effect was most noticeable in days
closely following biasting, and the effect was stronger in the summer when blasting was
more frequent than in other seasons when blasting occurred less frequently. In the section
dealing with diet quality on page 38 it is stated that significant differences in fecal crude
protein (a measure of quality of the diet) occurred between mined and unmined areas, and
thar this measure indicated a higher quality diet for sheep in nonmined areas.

The interpretation which the thesis offers for the differences stated here appears in the
discussion section. On page 42 it is hypothesized that “females from the mined area may
have been reluctant to forage on low-elevation slopes during spring because of the

p-15
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proximity of those sites to human activities associated with Briggs Mine.” On page 45 it
is suggested that “Patterns of decreased feeding by sheep in the mined area may have
been the result of those females spending more time vigilant, and concomitantly less time
feeding. That conclusion would be consistent with sheep in the mined area having a
lower quality diet during summer than sheep from the nonmined area as a consequence of
decreased foraging efficiency.” Finally, the section titled “Management Implications”
suggests that reducing mining activities during that [summer} period may be beneficial to
sheep occupying areas near the mine.

While the results quoted above and the conclusion may be enhanced by the proximity of
Redland Spring to the mining operations, the author has clearly shown that mining
activities may have a significant effect upon the sheep. The final sentence in the section
on results (page 46) reads “If the outcomes we observed persist for sheep in the mined
area, it is possible that reduced nutrient intake could result inchangesinthe -~~~
demographics of that subpopulation.” Tt is not correct to claim mining activities are
unlikely to have an impact upon the bighorn sheep population.

The clear intent of the proposed exploration is to locate suitable locations for mining. The
cumulative impact of the exploration must acknowledge this possible outcome, and the
effect of mining activity upon sheep population can not be discounted summarily. Even
the building of roads for the purpose of exploration may have significant effects. The
author of the thesis cites other studies (on page 44) indicating that “mountain sheep in the
Grar.d Canyon, Arizona, foraged more efficiently as distance from helicopter disturbance
increased.” And another study is cited indicating that “mountain sheep in Alberta,
Canada, exposed to low-flyng aircraft exhibited a 3.5 fold increase in heart rate over
thosz exposed to high flying aircraft.”

It can not be automatically assumed that the Cecil R. Jackson Exploration will have

negligible impact on the sheep. In fact the study quoted suggests quite another possibility,
and a satisfactory Environmental Assessment must address this concern.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment upon the environmental assessment.

‘Sincerely,
Cray Denticte

7Craig Deutsche

.16
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"Daniel R, Patterson” Ta: Hector_ Villalobos@ca.bim.gov, rporter@ca.bim.gov
<dpatterson@biologic cc:
aldiversity.org> Subject: Comments

(11/18102)04:44 PM

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

‘Hector Vi.lalobos, BLM-Ridgecrest F.O. Manager

On behalf of our over 7,500 member in California and the nation, the Center opposes the
proposed Cecil R - Jackson mineral exploration project in the Panamint Mountains.

W incorporate by reference comments BLM may receive from Great Basin Mine Watch and/or
thc Western Mining Action Project.

The revised EA avoids defining the exploration road locations — il only tells the general area -
about six squarc miles going up to 40-degree slopes and as much as 3,000 feet above the valley
floor. The stated limits in the EA could allow bulldozing of as much as 50 miles of roads on
those slopes, destroying habitat and making an eyesore of the first impression for visitors
entering Death Valley country on the Panamint route. We furthenmore strongly oppose any
consideration of not requiring complete restoration of roads that would be created by this
exploration, :

'We find the EA inadequate, in part because:

- The locations of roads and drill holes must be defined in order to understand the impact.

- Briggs wants to explore and mine the Panamints to north of Ballarat. This current proposal for
a 6 squar: mile exploration is just a small part of their plans. The impact of all of Briggs
announced intentions must be analyzed.. 27
- That this exploration will likely turn into another minc can’t be ignored.

- There are other less destructive exploration methods — helicopter access, slant drilling from
fewer pads — that must be analyzed in detail for feasibility. Failure to prescnt these options 29
violates NEPA requirements to present a "reasonable range of alternatives.”

- Past requirements to study mining effects on bighorn sheep of the Panamints have not been
fulfilled. BLM should require completion and analysis of studies prior to any decision on the 35
exploration plan.

Please keep us fully informed as this NEPA process continues,
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‘Daniel R. Patterson
Desert Ecologist
Center for Biological Diversity

'POB 493 Idyliwild California 92549 USA
909.659.6053 x 306 tcl/ 659.2484 fax
http://www biologicaldiversity.org

The Center for Biological Diversity protects endangered species and wild places of North
America znd the Pacific through science, policy, education, citizen activism and environmental
law. Offices: Tucson and Phoenix, Arizona; San Diego, Idyllwild and Berkeley, California;
Bozeman, Montana; Silver City, New Mexico; Buxton, North Carolina; and Sitka, Alaska.
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